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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. SIMPSON).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 8, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MICHAEL K.
SIMPSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Reverend Tom Mullins, Christ
Fellowship, Palm Beach Gardens, Flor-
ida, offered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, it is our prayer
that You will grant us wisdom today,
and You will bless the Members of Con-
gress as they lead our Nation during
these challenging times. May we not
forget our dependence upon You, O
Mighty God. Your hand has been with
us through the history of our great Na-
tion.

As President Lincoln declared, ‘‘It is
the duty of nations, as well as men, to
owe their dependence upon the over-
whelming power of God, and to recog-
nize the sublime truth announced in
the Holy Scriptures and proven by all
history, that those nations only are
blessed whose God is the Lord.’’

May You continue to bless us and
guide us. Be with our President and
Members of Congress, our military per-
sonnel fighting in the war on ter-
rorism. We thank You for Your
strength and for Your wisdom, and we
recognize today that these blessings
come from You.

In Your Holy Name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LAHOOD led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 2048. An act to require a report on the
operations of the State Justice Institute.

H.R. 2305. An act to authorize certain fed-
eral officials with responsibility for the ad-
ministration of the criminal justice system
of the District of Columbia to serve on and
participate in the activities of the District of
Columbia Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed bills and a concur-
rent resolution of the following titles
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested:

S. 410. An act to amend the Violence
Against Women Act of 2000 by expanding the
legal assistance for victims of violence grant
program to include legal assistance for vic-
tims of dating violence.

S. 2431. An act to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
ensure that chaplains killed in the line of
duty receive public safety officer death bene-
fits.

S. Con. Res. 108. Concurrent resolution to
designate May 4–12, 2002, as ‘‘National Tour-
ism Week’’.

f

PASTOR TOM MULLINS

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is my
great honor to introduce and welcome
Senior Pastor Tom Mullins to the
United States House of Representatives
this morning.

Senior Pastor Mullins is the founder
of Christ Fellowship, an evangelical
14,000–member church in Palm Beach
Gardens, Florida. This nondenomina-
tional evangelical Christian church has
grown from about 140 people to 14,000
people under Pastor Mullins’ guidance.

Pastor Mullins left a successful ca-
reer as a football coach and athletic di-
rector to start the church. He was a
well-respected coach at Palm Beach
Gardens High School in the 1970s and at
Georgetown College in Kentucky before
becoming athletic director at Palm
Beach Community College in Lake
Worth. He started the church in 1984
while still working at the college, and
has been there ever since.

In addition, Pastor Mullins and his
wife, Donna, who joins us today in the
gallery with their daughter, Noelle, are
the founders of the Place of Hope Inter-
national, which sends food and clothing
around the world, from Peru to India.
They work locally in our County of
Palm Beach distributing food baskets
to the poor and sending thousands of
gifts during the holiday season to peo-
ple in need.

A well-respected member of our com-
munity, Pastor Mullins is an advocate
for citizen involvement in the political
process, for being good stewards of our
Nation’s heritage, and a strong sup-
porter of President Bush’s faith-based
initiative.
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Again, it is my great honor to wel-

come Pastor Mullins.
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman

from Florida.
(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would like to add my welcome to
Pastor Mullins. It is an honor to have
him here today.

Mr. Speaker, today we welcome Pastor Tom
Mullins of Christ Fellowship church in Palm
Beach Gardens, Florida as House Chaplain.
Pastor Mullins joins a distinguished list of cler-
gy, who have opened our daily proceeding
with prayer, including Rev. Billy Graham and
the late John Cardinal O’Connor.

Also, I am pleased to welcome Pastor
Mullins’ wife, Donna, and daughter, Noelle.

For 18 years and counting, Pastor Mullins
serves the 14,000 member Christ Fellowship
church as it senior pastor. As senior pastor,
Tom commits himself to his faith, family and
community.

On April 29, 1984, Tom and Donna, found-
ed Place of Hope children’s home for ne-
glected and abused children throughout the
Palm Beach community. Pastor Mullins also
has a desire to aid neglected children around
the world through his support and work with
Place of Hope International, which places chil-
dren in supportive, loving homes around the
world from India to Peru.

Tom’s work with children even includes a
successful high school and collegiate career
as a head football coach.

Whether as a pastor or coach, Pastor
Mullins has a strong desire in nurturing young
men and women throughout the communities
of Palm Beach county.

Mr. Speaker, Pastor Tom Mullins is a tre-
mendous leader in the South Florida commu-
nity, and it’s my privilege to welcome him and
his family to the United States House of Rep-
resentatives as our guest Chaplain.

Mr. FOLEY. Again, Mr. Speaker, it is
my great honor that Pastor Mullins
agreed to come to Washington and de-
liver the morning prayer.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that it is inappro-
priate to refer to guests in the gallery.

f

TERRORISM MUST END, AND
AMERICA MUST RECOGNIZE
THAT ISRAEL FIGHTS ON THE
FRONT LINE AGAINST GLOBAL
TERRORISM

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, as the President of the United
States and the Prime Minister of Israel
were meeting in the Oval Office, yet
another homicide bombing took place
in the state of Israel.

How many more innocent civilians
will need to be killed by this mon-

strous conspiracy before the adminis-
tration and all Members of Congress
recognize that we are dealing with a
battle between civilization and the
forces of chaos and destruction? How
many millions of Saudi PR money will
be used to try to tell us that none of
this is true?

In recent months, $135 million of
Saudi money went to support ter-
rorism, and it is high time we call facts
by their proper names. The President
indicated a few months ago that ‘‘You
are either with the terrorists, or you
are with us.’’

The time has come for a clear moral
judgment. This terrorism must end,
and we must recognize that Israel is in
the forefront of the global struggle
against terrorism.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO LARRY J.
BEHAR OF FORT LAUDERDALE
AND MARIA LORTS SACHS OF
BOCA RATON

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to congratulate Larry J.
Behar of Fort Lauderdale and Maria
Lorts Sachs of Boca Raton for receiv-
ing the Distinguished Humanitarian
Award from B’nai B’rith and the Sons
of Italy Florida Foundation. This
award gives recognition to two individ-
uals whose activities have contributed
immeasurably to the advancement of
our community.

Mr. Behar is a prominent attorney
with a specialization in immigration
and naturalization affairs, and he has
traveled extensively throughout the
world to bring international issues to
the table.

Ms. Sachs has served as the President
of Florida’s Association of Women
Lawyers, and she founded Women for
Excellence, a nonprofit organization of
professional women which provides re-
sources and provides leadership for
women.

Please join me in recognizing Larry
J. Behar and Ms. Maria Lorts Sachs for
their commitment to our south Florida
community.

f

ASKING MEMBERS TO WORK TO
BRING LUDWIG KOONS AND ALL
OF AMERICA’S ABDUCTED CHIL-
DREN HOME

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to think that I have talked so long
that I have become hoarse in talking
about Ludwig Koons and trying to re-
turn him from Italy to the United
States where he so desperately belongs
and needs to be. Ludwig Koons is a
child being held in a pornographic com-
pound in Italy by his mother, who is
teaching him that.

Yesterday, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY) and I had a press con-
ference where we announced a bill that
we are going to introduce very shortly
that is called the Child Modeling Ex-
ploitation Prevention Act of 2002. We
intend to ban exploitive child modeling
from all websites that charge fees to
view models who are 16 years of age
and under. They are nothing more than
sites that cause titillation for
pedophiles.

I will make the transition from that
with my continued story about Ludwig
Koons, because he is learning that that
apparently is an okay life. I do not be-
lieve any of us believe that.

I am asking Members to join us on
this bill, but I am also continuing my
plea that we stand up as a nation and
that we demand that our State Depart-
ment or any other department of this
government, or any Member of the
House of Representatives who is will-
ing to write a letter to make a phone
call, demand that Ludwig Koons be re-
turned to the United States. Bring all
of our children home.

f

VOTE TODAY TO MOVE HAZ-
ARDOUS NUCLEAR WASTE TO A
SECURE STORAGE FACILITY

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, today the
House will vote on the most important
environmental and homeland defense
issue of the year. Spent nuclear waste
is stored at 131 locations around Amer-
ica: near Long Island Sound, in the
Tennessee Valley, and on the shores of
our precious Lake Michigan. These lo-
cations are a terrorists’ shooting gal-
lery of potential targets, and 161 mil-
lion Americans live within 75 miles of a
temporary nuclear storage site.

Today we will vote to move this ma-
terial to a secure storage facility where
the United States has already tested
hundreds of nuclear weapons. The pro-
tection of the Great Lakes is my num-
ber one priority, and moving nuclear
waste from our shores will protect our
people from terrorism and environ-
mental threats.

f

THE NATIONAL DEBT

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, Thom-
as Jefferson said, ‘‘I place the economy
among the first and most important
virtues, and public debt as the greatest
of dangers. To preserve our independ-
ence, we must not let our rulers load us
with perpetual debt.’’

I hear the words of the Founding Fa-
thers on the floor evoked week after
week. I never hear these words from
Thomas Jefferson. That is because the
public debt is something we do not like
to talk about. We no longer have a
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choice in the matter. In the minute
that I will stand before Members this
morning, we will accrue almost $1 mil-
lion in interest to our public debt.
These are wasted dollars paying inter-
est on debt, rather than paying down
the debt.

Today the national debt is $6 trillion.
Since January of last year, the CBO
baseline’s projected net interest pay-
ments over the 2002 to 2011 period have
gone up by $1 trillion, from $620 billion
to $1.6 trillion, roughly $10,000 per
American household and $1,000 per
household per year.

If we make the tax cut permanent,
like some have suggested, this number
rises to almost $4,000 per household per
year. This is insanity. Mr. Speaker, I
ask that we remember the words of
Thomas Jefferson.

f

OPPOSE HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 87 AND STOP THE YUCCA
MOUNTAIN PROJECT

(Mr GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today we
will be deciding whether to ship high-
level nuclear waste, one of the most
dangerous and deadly substances
known to man, across this great coun-
try by and through our roads and
neighborhoods and schools and park-
ways.

Mr. Speaker, today we must reject
this dangerous plan. Whatever Mem-
bers believe, let us look at some of the
startling facts.

According to the Department of
Transportation itself, there have been
over 11,000 train accidents in the past 5
years. It is estimated that at least one
train accident occurs every 24 hours.
Since 1998, 3,800 people have lost their
lives and more than 45,000 people have
been injured in train accidents in the
United States alone. Just imagine how
many more people would die or could
have been injured had these trains been
carrying high-level nuclear waste to
Yucca Mountain.

Mr. Speaker, it takes only one anti-
tank missile or one terrorist act to
cause a catastrophic nuclear disaster,
but today we can prevent that disaster.
We can oppose House Joint Resolution
87 and stop the Yucca Mountain project
now before we endanger the lives of
thousands of innocent Americans.

f

URGING MEMBERS TO PASS
STRONGEST POSSIBLE TRADE
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
AMERICA’S WORKERS

(Mr. SMITH of Washington asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the Senate is considering the
President’s request for trade pro-
motional authority right now, and at
the same time, connected to it, trade

adjustment assistance, help for work-
ers who have lost their jobs.

I rise today to urge the Senate today
to pass the strongest possible trade ad-
justment assistance packages. Workers
desperately need help dealing with the
new economy. It is a land of oppor-
tunity for all of us, but there are also
challenges. Workers must continually
have access to training and education
to update their skills. They also need
the health care benefits necessary to
carry them during periods of unem-
ployment, and they also need income
assistance to help them as they move
forward and try to find new jobs.

I am a strong supporter of trade. As
a new Democrat, it is one of our top
priority issues to open trade through-
out the world and give us access to
other markets.

Connected to that, however, we have
to help the workers of our country deal
with the challenges and opportunities
that come along with that. There must
be a strong health care component.
There must be job training and edu-
cation available.

If the Senate were to put together
that type of package and pass a trade
promotional assistance bill with a
strong trade adjustment assistance
piece, I am very confident they would
be able to pass it in the House, and
they would move forward on two crit-
ical policies for this country.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded it is improper to
urge action by the other body.

f

WESTERN SAHARA
(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, last week
the United Nations considered a new
solution to the conflict over Western
Sahara, a solution which basically
gives Morocco control over Western
Sahara.

Mr. Speaker, everyone knows the Mo-
roccan people do not have a democracy.
The country is ruled by a king. They
use torture in their prisons. The former
king, father of the current king, estab-
lished the notorious and hideously bru-
tal Tazmamart prison camp in which
he imprisoned and tortured his own
family members. So how in the world
will Morocco assure that democracy is
protected for the Sahrawis?

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disturbed
by reports that our U.S. Government
now may be willing to throw away the
rights of the people of Western Sahara
to self-determination by supporting
Moroccan claims of sovereignty to the
land. It seems that our government is
willing to bargain away fundamental
human rights for cooperation with cur-
rent agendas, after 10 years of advo-
cating self-determination for Western
Sahara.

When our country no longer cares
about the right to self-determination, a
right on which our Nation was founded,
it is a sad day, indeed.

Mr. Speaker, this is a dangerous time
to play with instability, particularly in
North Africa.

f

b 1015

PRESCRIPTION DRUG CARE
BENEFIT

(Mr. RODRIGUEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is
shameful that our citizens are still
without workable prescription drug
coverage. Because of the rapid increase
of prescription drug use, as we know, it
is critical and needed; and at the time
we established Medicare, prescriptions
were not used as much, but now we un-
derstand that those senior citizens do
need prescription drugs to be able to
take care of their illnesses. We need to
be there for them to make sure that we
will get that prescription. It is unfortu-
nate, but I keep hearing stories about
our senior citizens that continue to
make decisions between buying food
and buying prescription that they
need. I hear from the spouses where
they sometimes go without prescrip-
tions to get their husbands their pre-
scriptions.

We as a community and as Ameri-
cans need to make sure that our sen-
iors have accessible prescription drug
coverage. And as Democrats we support
a prescription drug benefit coverage for
all seniors that would be voluntary and
be able to have access to them. No sen-
iors should be faced with the prospects
of not being able to afford medicine, re-
gardless of income. We need to be there
for our seniors. They have been there
for us.

f

STOP TAXING MILITARY STUDENT
LOAN REPAYMENTS

(Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, our military uses stu-
dents loan repayment to recruit for
shortages in critical military occupa-
tional specialties such as the Medical
Corps. If you are on active duty, tui-
tion assistance is not taxed as income.
If you have been honorably discharged
and received education assistance
through the GI bill, it is not taxed as
income. However, if the military needs
to recruit an individual for an occupa-
tion specialty that is needed, the stu-
dent loan repayment is taxed as in-
come.

For example, if the military pay is
$24,000 per year and he or she receives
$20,000 that year to pay a student loan,
they are taxed at an income level of
$44,000 and the tax payment has to
come out of a $24,000 salary.
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This is wrong. Support H.R. 4555 to

correct this.
f

PROBLEMS OF TANF
REAUTHORIZATION

(Ms. WATSON of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to support my Demo-
cratic colleagues in their approach to
welfare reform. Voters overwhelmingly
believe that expanding training oppor-
tunities that will help new people from
welfare to good jobs should be a top
priority of this Congress.

The voting public supports a TANF
reform agenda of expanded access to
training, education and flexible time
limits. The polling data demonstrates
that 82 percent of Americans favor in-
creasing funding for job training and
child care. Mr. Speaker, this is what
the Democratic proposal presents.

The Republican proposals do not rep-
resent the voice of America or our wel-
fare recipients. The one-size-fits-all,
Washington-knows-best unfunded man-
dates of Republican proposals will not
work. We need to build upon the suc-
cess of the past by increasing funding
flexibility. We need to assist TANF re-
cipients to get living wage jobs so that
they have access to upward mobility.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic pro-
posals will do just that.

f

SENIORS NEED PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
here we go again. Like Yogi Berra said,
‘‘It is deja vu all over again.’’

The Republican majority is trying to
convince the American people that
they want to do something to provide
prescription drug benefit for our Na-
tion’s seniors, but it is the same pro-
posal that went nowhere last year. It is
nothing but an election year proposal
that will provide very little benefit to
most seniors.

This tiered proposal, leveled pro-
posal, treats some seniors differently
than others, despite the fact that all
seniors have paid into the program and
deserve a meaningful prescription drug
benefit.

I am in favor of providing real pre-
scription drug benefits to seniors. If
this proposal is going to work, we need
a benefit that is good for all seniors,
not just a few. Unfortunately, the Re-
publican plan will not help middle in-
come seniors who have only moderate
drug costs. Their plan is unworkable.
Even the insurance industry says that
insurance will not go for it. So what we
have here is a plan that the seniors will
not like, the insurance companies will
not like, and the public will be able to
see through. And even members of my

Republican colleagues’ party have
mentioned that this bill is not a good
proposal.

Let us stop playing games with sen-
iors’ lives. It is time to provide a mean-
ingful, generous benefit that actually
does something to address the prescrip-
tion drug problem.

f

STICK TO THE PRESIDENT’S SUP-
PLEMENTAL DEFENSE REQUEST

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, it has been
a hallmark of the Republican majority
in Congress to practice fiscal restraint
and to stand by a strong national de-
fense. Today here on Capitol Hill we
will be about the business of respond-
ing to the President’s supplemental de-
fense request, and there are some re-
ports and some discussion on Capitol
Hill that we may in this majority bring
to the floor later this week a bill that
could exceed the President’s request by
nearly 10 percent, adding in spending
on election reform and interior agen-
cies; nothing much to do with national
defense.

I urge my colleagues to hew to their
roots, Mr. Speaker. Spend not one
penny more than the President has re-
quested when we pass the defense sup-
plemental this week. By demonstrating
fiscal discipline, our majority will
renew our commitment to fiscal re-
sponsibility and to national defense
without compromising either.

f

HONORING SOUTH CAROLINA
POLICY COUNCIL

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, in 1986 a group of South Caro-
lina civic leaders dedicated to improv-
ing their State joined together and cre-
ated the South Carolina Policy Coun-
cil. South Carolina at that time was
dominated by a legislature which con-
trolled an array of semi-autonomous
boards and commissions that fostered
red tape and hindered accountability.
Through the visionary leadership of
the late Thomas A. Roe, the Policy
Council was formed to fill the void of
reformist conservative philosophy.

By publishing timely reports, com-
prehensive white papers, and hard-hit-
ting editorials, the Policy Council grew
in stature and membership. In the be-
ginning of the Republican Revolution,
Ed McMullen was chosen as its presi-
dent. The Policy Council has played a
role in every major reform debate.
From modernizing State government,
to promoting performance audits, to
reforming welfare, to cutting taxes, the
Policy Council was there. It was fur-
ther energized by dedicated researcher
Hal Eberle and now South Carolina
Senate Clerk Jeff Gossett.

Today the South Carolina Policy
Council boasts a membership of over
5,000 and regularly participates in pol-
icy debates with political, religious
and business leaders throughout the
Palmetto State.

I am honored to take this oppor-
tunity to thank the Policy Council and
to wish them well on the ongoing fight
to conserve the principles of limited
government and traditional values.

f

STRENGTHEN U.S. STEEL
INDUSTRY

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, as a rep-
resentative of industrial America, I am
urging my colleagues today to vote
both to strengthen the U.S. steel indus-
try and to put on hold plans to ship
spent nuclear material to Yucca Moun-
tain.

In an era where our rail beds as well
as human error yield major train
derailments and accidents each year,
why authorize Yucca Mountain? Why
not improve our rail beds, improve our
steel industry and make this country
an industrial leader in terms of rail
transportation?

In an age of terrorism, why have nu-
clear material moving all over this
country? And, finally, in my own dis-
trict, a recent nuclear mishap occurred
in which boric acid ate through 80
pounds of carbon steel in the central
container inside the core, I really ask
the question—Why do we have such
poor engineering and poor inspection in
the nuclear industry? Why do we have
a plant reactor that cannot be repaired
in this country? Why even if we were
able to repair it, do we have to send the
core to Japan to cast a new head and
then to France for finishing? Why is
the nuclear industry exempt with no
one responsible under the Price Ander-
son Act, for liability in the event an
accident occurs? Please, I urge my col-
leagues today to vote to strengthen the
U.S. steel industry and vote for nuclear
safety.

Vote to uphold the steel decisoin on limiting
imports and to table the Yucca Mountain nu-
clear storage proposal.

f

FREE MARTIN AND GRACIA
BURNHAM

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the 347th day that Martin and
Gracia Burnham have been held cap-
tive by Muslim terrorists in the Phil-
ippines.

This afternoon many members of my
family, including my father and moth-
er, will arrive in Washington to visit
me and their grandchildren. As I look
forward to their visit, I think of the
Burnham family and the family re-
union they await every day. Too often
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congressional schedules keep us away
from our families. Many of us have had
to miss Little League games, school re-
citals and concerts. That is the hardest
part of our job. I cannot imagine miss-
ing a year’s worth of my children’s
lives, a year of birthdays, holidays,
games, concerts and those precious
daily moments.

Of all the hardships that Martin and
Gracia have endured in the past 111⁄2
months, the greatest must be their sep-
aration from their family and knowing
how desperately their children miss
them. I always cherish my time with
my parents and my family, but this
week I am especially aware of how
lucky I am to have time.

I encourage the Bush administration
and the Philippine government to con-
tinue their efforts, all their efforts, to
free Martin and Gracia so the Burnham
family can enjoy a family reunion.

As always, I ask you to join me in
prayer for Martin and Gracia and their
loved ones that this nightmare may
soon be over.

f

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

(Mr. PHELPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I am
grateful for the opportunity to speak
today on behalf of National Small
Business Week. Small businesses play a
crucial role in the economy of our Na-
tion, and it is important that we take
this week to recognize their efforts.

As a member of the Committee on
Small Business and a former small
business owner, I am aware of the ev-
eryday difficulties that many of our
Nation’s small businesses have to face.
We must work together to ensure that
their needs are met and not put behind
the needs of corporate America.

With approximately 25 million small
businesses in the United States, we
need to focus on affordable health care
for the small business employer and
employee. We must ensure that pension
plans will be provided to employees
while protecting our system’s Social
Security. Last year many small busi-
nesses were left out of the President’s
tax cut. Let us make sure that that
never happens again, and provide for
fair tax breaks to small businesses who
may need the extra capital to survive.

Many Americans dream of owning
their own business, and we need to help
that dream become a reality and stay a
reality for years.

f

PROVIDING FOR DISPOSITION OF
H.J. Res. 84, DISAPPROVING THE
ACTION TAKEN BY THE PRESI-
DENT UNDER SECTION 203 OF
THE TRADE ACT OF 1974 TRANS-
MITTED TO THE CONGRESS ON
MARCH 5, 2002

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I

call up House Resolution 414 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 414
Resolved, That the joint resolution (H.J.

Res. 84) disapproving the action taken by the
President under section 203 of the Trade Act
of 1974 transmitted to the Congress on March
5, 2002, is hereby laid on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, while
I am waiting for some of my remarks,
first, I would like to welcome our new
colleague on the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN), who will be managing
the rule for the minority.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 414 is
a unique rule providing for the disposi-
tion of House Joint Resolution 84, a
resolution of disapproval. Under the
rule, the House Joint Resolution 84
would be automatically tabled. House
Joint Resolution 84 disapproves the ac-
tion taken by President Bush to im-
pose temporary tariffs on some types of
steel products. Under the Trade Act,
Congress has the authority to dis-
approve of such actions within 90 days.
Such approval resolution is highly
privileged, not amendable, and floor
debate is limited to 20 hours.

To put it simply, a vote in favor of
this rule will lay on the table the dis-
approval resolution and conclude fur-
ther deliberations.

Responding to concerns within the
steel industry, President Bush in-
structed the International Trade Com-
mission on June 2001 to begin an inves-
tigation under section 201 of the U.S.
Trade Law. This investigation would
study the effects of steel imports on
the U.S. steel industry. The ITC re-
leased their findings in October of 2001,
making an affirmative determination
of injury on the American steel indus-
try caused by steel imports.

The ITC further relayed rec-
ommendations to the President for re-
lief that would prevent or remedy such
injuries.

On March 5 of this year, the Presi-
dent put in place trade remedies based
on the ITC findings. President Bush an-
nounced trade remedies for all products
on which the ITC had found substantial
injuries except two specialty cat-
egories.

Under present law, the President, not
the ITC, makes the final decision
whether to provide relief to the U.S. in-
dustry, as well as to the type and
amounts of relief.

Passing the disapproval resolution as
written would not undo the remedies
imposed by President Bush. Rather, it
would merely put in place the tariff
levels suggested by the International
Trade Commission.
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While congressional disapproval is
certainly allowed under this statute,
this rule recognizes that the cir-
cumstances in this case simply do not
warrant such action. Even the meas-
ure’s sponsor noted in committee
markup that the resolution was not the
best solution.

Laying this resolution on the table
does not hurt the steel industry. In
fact, it will keep intact the President’s
remedy that the industry favors. The
disapproval resolution could poten-
tially be even more harmful to the in-
dustry, nor would the resolution not
eliminate tariffs on steel imports. It
merely replaces one set of tariffs with
another.

Mr. Speaker, let me reiterate that a
vote in support of this rule will table
the disapproval resolution, keep intact
the President’s current enacted rem-
edy, and conclude debate on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I thank
him for his kind words.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take just a
moment to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FROST), the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GEPHARDT), and the rest of my col-
leagues for my appointment to the
Rules Committee.

I am honored to take the seat held
for over 25 years by my friend and men-
tor, Joe Moakley; and before him the
seat was held by the late Speaker, Tip
O’Neill. I feel so privileged to be part of
that legacy, and I will try to do every-
thing possible to live up to their exam-
ples of hard work, collegiality and
dedication to this House.

Mr. Speaker, this is the first rule
that I have managed on the floor; and
if I did not know better, I would think
that my friends on the other side of the
aisle were trying to make it as difficult
as possible because this rule, Mr.
Speaker, is a complex and convoluted
contrivance designed to protect some
Members from an unambiguous vote on
an issue of vital importance to Amer-
ica’s steel industry and its workers.

This rule is self-executing, which
means that a vote in favor of the rule
will table the resolution, thereby kill-
ing it without a clear up or down vote.
While I strongly oppose the resolution
proposed by the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), I see no reason
why the committee does not simply
allow this body to vote on it.

This is an issue with real con-
sequences for hard-working Americans
and their families. Quite simply, Mr.
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Speaker, the American steel industry
is in trouble. Foreign steel imports are
causing domestic prices to plunge to
record lows, and the result to date is 31
steel company bankruptcies, the loss of
almost 47,000 steelworker jobs, includ-
ing 2,100 in the Nation’s iron ore mines,
and the shutdown of nearly 20 percent
of the Nation’s steelmaking capacity.

We cannot continue to sacrifice
American jobs. We cannot continue to
stand idly by as one of the oldest and
most important industries in America
just disappears.

In response to the ongoing crisis in
American steel, the President imple-
mented a 30 percent tariff on steel im-
ports, an action that will help save
thousands of Americans’ steelmaking
jobs. This tariff is a necessary response
to the unfair practices of some of our
trading partners and I support it.

I believe we in Congress should be
doing a great deal more for America’s
steelworkers and their families; but
until we act, the President’s decision is
a welcome one.

I will vote in favor of this rule which
automatically tables the resolution
and, therefore, allows the President’s
action to stand; but I believe it is ex-
tremely unfortunate that the majority
has chosen to circumvent the regular
order and has refused to allow a vote
on the gentleman from Louisiana’s
(Mr. JEFFERSON) resolution, a resolu-
tion, by the way, that I oppose.

This body deserves a fair debate and
an up or down vote on this issue. The
Ways and Means Committee adversely
reported the resolution, yet this rule
denies the members on the committee
and the Members of this body a gen-
uine opportunity to debate the merits
of this issue.

The American people deserve to
know who supports the President’s ac-
tions to protect the American steel in-
dustry and who does not. They deserve
to know who supports the effort to help
the working men and women in our
steel-producing communities and who
does not.

There is no need for procedural
smokescreens that rob the Members of
this House from debating and voting on
this important trade issue.

Having said that, let me attempt to
clarify to Members what their choice
is. If my colleagues disagree with the
President’s decision to impose tariffs
on imported steel, then they should
vote against this rule. On the other
hand, if my colleagues support the
President’s tariff decision, then they
should vote for the rule.

Mr. Speaker, there are many times
when the Members of this body of both
parties will disagree with the Presi-
dent. The Republican majority should
not run away when that happens. They
should allow their Republican col-
leagues the opportunity to vote and ex-
press their support or disapproval of
the President’s decision.

I regret they will not be able to vote
‘‘no’’ on the resolution offered by the
gentleman from Louisiana. I regret

this deceptive rule, but I will not op-
pose it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS).

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to first of all say to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), I
am pleased to be able to speak on his
first opportunity to have debate on a
rule. As neighbors in our first term, I
find that a great privilege; and I would
rather be lucky than good. So it is
lucky.

For my friend from Louisiana, who
we agree with and work hard, it is not
personal, it is just public policy; and I
look forward to working with him
more in opportunities in the future.

Not supporting this rule would mean
letting the steel workers of our coun-
try down when they need us most. Fur-
thermore, it would be a step backward
from the progress made to help indus-
tries thus far. Free and fair trade, the
proponents of trade talk about free and
fair trade, and the opponents of trade
talk about free and fair trade; and it
was this administration that finally
took action against unfair trade. That
is kind of hard to believe when we had
a lot of this steel crisis within the past
administration, also; but it was a Re-
publican administration that said
there is illegal dumping of steel and we
are going to take action against it.

So that is why this resolution, I
know well-intentioned, is very detri-
mental to getting our steel mills and
our workers back into the mills and
creating jobs. We have already seen
some benefits from the 30 percent
trade.

Granite City Steel in Madison Coun-
ty, which I represent half the county,
it is my home county, entered Chapter
11 bankruptcy protection in early
March. Their latest report is that they
have more orders than they can fill. A
promising future from an industry that
just months ago was on the cusp of not
only destroying the tax base of a small
community but also people not being
able to be employed and take care of
their families.

Continuing the current tariffs will
mean job security for 2,700 workers of
this plant, as well as many plants
across the Nation that have filed or
were near bankruptcy.

Another company that is moving ag-
gressively to reopen a closed steel mill
in Illinois is Alton Steel, and they have
a short window of opportunity to move
even rapidly now because of the tariffs,
and we are working very diligently
with them; and the imposition of this
tariff is of great help to them and the
working men and women of another
part of Madison County which is Alton,
Illinois.

Furthermore, the 30 percent tariffs
increase the likelihood of consolidation
in the industry so that those who have
lost their jobs may regain employment.

Mr. Speaker, it is proven: the admin-
istration’s decision for a 30 percent tar-

iff is helping. The steel industry is and
will continue to benefit. So why hold it
back? On behalf of the steel workers of
southern Illinois, I urge my colleagues
to join with me in voting for this rule.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am saddened and dis-
appointed by the action of the Com-
mittee on Rules and by the response of
many of my Republican colleagues to
the resolution that I have filed. Just a
few months ago, I joined with many of
them in open discussions about the
benefits of free trade to our country
and to a global economy.

Yet today, they turn their back on
all those arguments that they so em-
braced just 2 months ago during the
trade promotion authority discussion;
and no matter how they cast the action
on this rule today, if they vote for the
rule and table the resolution and pre-
vent us from having a debate on it,
what they are doing nonetheless, no
matter how they cover it up, is they
are voting a protectionist line when
they have taken quite the opposite po-
sition just a few months ago as I said,
and routinely, throughout this Con-
gress.

What is happening here is what has
been described here by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). I
have a resolution which is quite clear.
It purports to ratchet down the Presi-
dent’s tariff decision to protect the
steel industry from 30 percent tariffs,
generally speaking, to 20 percent tar-
iffs under the ITC recommendation. It
lowers the tariffs in almost every case;
and while one can argue that it still
maintains a 201 result, and it does, for
those who want to see 201 action, it
permits that; but it simply does it at a
lower level.

What I said in committee is there is
no way to undo the President’s deci-
sion by action on this floor. The only
thing that can be done is what is being
attempted here, that is, to reduce it
down to what the ITC recommended.
That is the only legal course that is
available. One cannot go to court or to
an administrative action. This is it. So
when I say in committee that what we
are doing here is not fixing the prob-
lem, but making a bad situation less
bad, that is precisely what is available
to us. That is all that we can do. That
is not the ultimate outcome I would
desire, but that is all that is available
to us.

This decision, Mr. Speaker, in just a
few short months has rankled the ire of
all of our trading partners in the Euro-
pean community, in Australia, in
Japan, in Korea and China, in Brazil.
Almost every corner of the world, they
are threatened and are now imposing
sanctions against our products. The
European Union has estimated it will
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cost $2.4 billion in losses to them just
based on what we have done here.
Added to our fish problem that is al-
ready $4.5 billion, how on God’s earth
can we respond to these extreme and
very high costs that are being imposed
by this action the President has taken?

The President is talking out of both
sides of his mouth on this question. He
says that he is for free trade, and yet
he wants to restrict free trade when it
is convenient for, as some have said,
political purposes. The columnist that
generally favors President Bush on all
these matters, George Will, writes
quite candidly it is the worst protec-
tion action taken by a President in
decades. He cannot even think of one
that is worse.

He also said that it is a billion dollar
tax increase on those folks who buy
automobiles alone and estimates an $8
billion tax increase on consumers
across the country because what hap-
pens is we are raising prices on steel
products across the board, whether
they are cars or toasters or vacuum
cleaners. Whatever is made of steel,
the prices are going to rise. They are
already rising.

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, this whole
issue of free trade is supposed to be
about consumers in this country, and
we are going to saddle them with $8 bil-
lion in new costs that they are going to
have to pay; and in the end it is going
to end up with a result that is worse
than we ever imagined because we are
now just getting out of, what some peo-
ple say, getting out of a recession. We
are going to drive this country right
back into a deeper one because every
one steel job we purport to save here,
the estimates are we lose 10 in other
industries.

So with the stevedores we will lose
jobs up and down the line of those folks
who make steel products. We will have
layoffs because the business cannot af-
ford to carry on with the price for steel
so high, and so it is not a good trade-
off for this country to save one steel
job for every 10 jobs we lose in some
other industry. It is a very bad trade-
off.

I would like to urge this body to vote
‘‘no’’ on this resolution on this rule
today for the simple reason we deserve
a debate, as the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) has said.
Whether my colleagues are for or
against this, this matter deserves a de-
bate on the floor today, and I would
urge the Members of this body to do
just that.

These steel tariffs the President has
imposed are also not WTO consistent.
That is pretty clear. There was a deci-
sion in a Korean case involving a line
pipe that made quite the case that un-
less there are recent upsurges in the
importation of a product that the 201
action does not apply. Here we have
had steel importations going down the
last 4 years, from 1998 to now. The bet-
ter action here would have been to find
some way to fix the number of imports
that can come into the country at what

was the pre-1998 levels. That would
have been the sensible and supportable
action.

That did not happen here, Mr. Speak-
er; and therefore this bill is not de-
signed to fix any problem, but it is de-
signed for political reasons, not sup-
ported by any economist in the coun-
try, not even supported by economists
in the White House, not even supported
by the Secretary of the U.S. Treasury.
It is unsupportable economically, and I
urge this body to vote ‘‘no’’ on the res-
olution.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).
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Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule and in opposition
to the resolution seeking to roll back
steel import tariffs.

We in the Congressional Steel Caucus
pushed a long time for the administra-
tion to initiate a section 201 steel in-
vestigation into dumping. We pushed
the International Trade Commission to
recognize the devastating effect of
steel imports. We gathered with 25,000
steelworkers on the Ellipse to encour-
age the President to impose an effec-
tive remedy. We did get a remedy.

What has this tariff meant to the
steel industry? It has helped us in
Cleveland find a new owner to keep our
steel mill running. It has helped create
a climate to boost America’s manufac-
turing output. Still, tens of thousands
of steelworker retirees are losing
health benefits, so we introduced the
bipartisan Steel Legacy Relief Act to
help obtain health benefits equivalent
to what is provided by Medicare and a
prescription drug benefit similar to the
Blue Cross/Blue Shield program.

The United States should not stand
by and watch while thousands and
thousands of workers who helped build
this country are suffering. We must say
to our Nation’s retired steelworkers,
‘‘You have worked all your life to
make America strong. We have not for-
gotten, and we will not let you down.’’

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
rule, oppose efforts to roll back steel
tariffs, and sign on to our bill to ad-
dress steel legacy costs.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), who has been a
great leader on behalf of workers in the
steel industry.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the rule to table the motion of the
gentleman from Louisiana. I have a
great deal of respect for him, but I
would point out to my colleagues that
on October 22 last year, the Inter-
national Trade Commission unani-

mously, three Republicans and three
Democrats, found that illegally
dumped steel caused serious injury to
the United States of America and its
workers. They were right.

Since 1977, we have lost 34.5 million
tons of capacity. But, moreover, we
lost many jobs. The gentleman from
Louisiana mentioned earlier in his re-
marks that people in Korea and Japan
and Brazil are upset over the Presi-
dent’s implementation of the ITC deci-
sion. I would point out that some of
the 72,567 Americans who have lost
their job at bankrupt or closed compa-
nies in places like Dunkirk, New York,
Vineyard, Utah, Gadsden, Alabama,
Sterling, Illinois, and Sand Springs,
Oklahoma, are even more upset, and
they are our responsibility to protect.

The President acted appropriately on
March 5 by imposing 30 percent tariffs.
We ought not to set the President’s
program back.

Additionally, I am concerned, as I ad-
dress the House today, that hundreds of
exemptions have been asked for by our
trading partners, and hundreds more
have been asked for. And now we have
1,200 exemptions that have been re-
quested, and the Secretary of the
Treasury has indicated on a recent trip
to Europe that a significant number of
them might be approved.

I would hope that the administration
does not follow through on the implica-
tion of the Secretary’s remarks, that
they hold firm, and that exemptions
are only granted in the case where
there is no other U.S. alternative for
the products made.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STRICKLAND).

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
stand here today to urge those Mem-
bers who are undecided about how to
vote on this rule to consider the hun-
dreds of thousands of steelworker jobs
that have been lost since the steel cri-
sis began in 1998, all due to the flood of
steel imports.

Last year alone, over 20,000 jobs were
lost in America’s basic steel industry,
and half of the Nation’s bankrupt steel
companies have now been forced to
cease operations completely. In addi-
tion to the job losses, the steel crisis
has put the health care benefits of
600,000 industry retirees at risk. Over
100,000 retirees and their dependents
have already lost or will lose their
health care benefits following bank-
ruptcy.

The President’s decision to apply 30
percent tariffs to certain steel imports
was a step forward in protecting our
national security, protecting legacy
costs for steel workers’ health benefits,
and, most importantly, protecting
America’s jobs. I urge my colleagues to
vote in favor of this rule and stand up
in support of rebuilding this Nation’s
steel industry.
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Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I con-

tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in support of this rule
to table the resolution disapproving
the President’s decision on the section
201 steel investigation.

While the relief under section 201 was
not everything I had hoped for, I com-
mend the President for taking action
to help our ailing iron ore and steel in-
dustries and for imposing stronger
remedies than those recommended by
the International Trade Commission.

If this resolution passes, the Presi-
dent’s remedies would be overturned
and the ITC recommendations then
would become our law. This would
weaken the tariffs that have been im-
posed. This would withdraw the helping
hand that we have finally offered to
the iron ore and steel industries.

Let me give an example. In the case
of slab steel, which has been so de-
structive to the iron ore mines I rep-
resent, I had hoped for a straight tariff
on the slab imports being dumped in
the United States. The ITC rec-
ommended a tariff of 20 percent in the
first year for imports over the quota.
President Bush instituted a 30 percent
tariff on the first year over the quota
for slabs. This fell short of the relief
our iron ore industry needs, but this
resolution would mean, if it passes,
that we would have to go back to the
ITC 20 percent relief that is even more
watered down. We cannot allow this to
happen.

Our iron ore and steel industries de-
pend on this relief. Without it, I am
afraid our iron ore and steel industries
will surely perish. I urge my colleagues
to vote for this rule to table consider-
ation of House Joint Resolution 84 and
for preserving our American steel in-
dustry.

Let us stand with the President in
aiding the iron ore and steel industries
and look ahead to other ways we can
help these industries, such as the
much-needed legacy cost relief. Rather
than taking a step backwards, we
should now work to pass effective leg-
acy cost legislation so that we can con-
tinue our forward momentum in bring-
ing back our iron ore and steel indus-
tries.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA).

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of tabling H.J. Res. 84. This
safeguard action gives our domestic
steel industry and its employees a
much-needed period of readjustment to
recover from the substantial damage
done by the latest steel import surge
that began in 1998.

Thirty-three companies have de-
clared bankruptcy in recent years, and

17 have closed their doors completely.
46,700 steelworkers have lost their jobs
and 125,000 retirees have lost their
health care benefits during this crisis.

The surge of low-priced imports is
the result of foreign steel companies,
often subsidized by foreign govern-
ments, building huge amounts of excess
steel-making capacity. With their own
markets unable to absorb all of this
steel, they have flooded the U.S. mar-
ket with their excess capacity.

We remain the most open market in
the world. We cannot have free trade
unless it is also fair trade, and Presi-
dent Bush recognized this fact last
summer when he initiated the section
201 investigation on steel imports. The
International Trade Commission con-
ducted the investigation. This is an
independent body. After many days of
testimony, the Commission determined
that steel imports were a substantial
cause of serious injury to the U.S. steel
industry.

On March 5, President Bush imposed
temporary steel tariffs that range from
8 percent to 30 percent for a 3-year pe-
riod. It is not a permanent tariff. This
type of temporary safeguard measure is
specifically allowed by World Trade Or-
ganization rules. Many of our trading
partners have imposed safeguard meas-
ures on a variety of other products.

U.S. steel companies and steel-
workers are only asking for a level
playing field. The action taken by
President Bush allows time for restruc-
turing and for talks with our trading
partners to reduce the worldwide ex-
cess steel-making capacity.

A strong domestic steel industry is
crucial to the economic and national
security of our Nation. It is important
that today we give the President’s safe-
guard actions time to work. Vote to
table H.J. Res. 84.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE).

(Mr. DOYLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H. Res. 414 and in
support of the tens of thousands of
steelworkers across the Nation, as we
fight to rebuild an industry that has
been devastated by illegal dumping of
foreign steel onto American markets.

I want to say that again: Illegal
dumping of steel onto American mar-
kets has devastated this industry. As a
Member of Congress whose family has
worked over 73 years in the steel indus-
try, I believe it is critical that we fight
to ensure that our Nation’s steel-
workers have a fair and level playing
field to market their product. After all,
this is the same industry that built
America and remains its backbone.

Over the past several years, 51 steel
mills have been closed, 31 steel pro-
ducers have filed for bankruptcy, and
over 46,000 hardworking Americans
have lost their jobs. And why did they
lose their jobs? Because their competi-
tors are cheating, breaking our trade

laws. And it has been a national dis-
grace that we have allowed it to hap-
pen this long.

Across my district in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, once called the steel
capital of the world, thousands of hard-
working men and women have lost
their jobs because their competitors
were cheating. Without the protections
provided by the President on March 5,
more workers will be left jobless by
foreign producers who illegally bom-
bard our markets with cheap foreign
steel.

It is for these hardworking men and
women and their families that I fight
today. After all, if we are going to have
free trade, we first have to have fair
trade. The writing is on the wall and
the call of our steelworkers must be
heard.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting for this
rule to table an ill-advised resolution
which poses a direct threat to the same
industry that built and continues to re-
main America’s backbone.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.
Res. 414 and in support of the President and
the tens of thousands of steelworkers across
our nation as we fight to rebuild an industry
that has been devastated by the illegal dump-
ing of foreign steel onto American markets.

As a Member of Congress whose family has
worked in the steel industry for over 73 years,
I believe it is critical that we fight to ensure
that our nation’s steel workers have a fair and
level playing field to market their product. After
all, this is the same industry that built America
into the world’s pre-eminent superpower and it
is the same industry we will continue to rely
on to remain safe and strong. The very back-
bone of America is being threatened today.

Over the past several years, 51 steel mills
have been closed, 31 steel producers have
filed for bankruptcy, and over 46,000 hard
working Americans have lost their jobs. The
International Trade Commission ruled unani-
mously that this loss is directly the result of
steel dumping and not the fault of the Amer-
ican steel industry. Across the district that I
represent in Western Pennsylvania, an area
once universally called the Steel Capital of the
World, thousands of hard working men and
woman have lost their jobs due to unfair com-
petition and through no fault of their own.

In fact, the productivity, work ethic, and
technology of America’s steel industry is far
superior to any other nation in the world. How-
ever, without the protections provided by the
President on March 5th, these workers will be
left jobless by foreign producers who illegally
bombard our markets with cheap, foreign
steel. It is for these hard working men and
women, and their families, that I fight today!

America cannot simply stand back under the
banner of free trade and allow foreign nations
to subsidize their steel industries, underpay
their workers and dump their products on our
markets with the hope of destroying the Amer-
ican steel industry. After all, in order to have
free trade, we must first have fair trade. The
writing is on the wall and the call of our steel
workers must be heard.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am standing today with
the President and alongside every American
steel worker. I urge my colleagues to join me
and vote against this ill-advised resolution
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which poses a direct threat to the same indus-
try that built, and continues to remain, Amer-
ica’s backbone.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), who is the
Chair of the Congressional Steel Cau-
cus.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, this is a
critical issue. I came to the floor pre-
pared to give a lengthy and detailed
speech, and, instead, I will simply sub-
mit that for the record. I would like to
take 2 minutes to speak from the heart
on what I think is an absolutely crit-
ical issue for the American economy.

George Bush, when he took office last
year, took a look at the issue facing
steel, took a look at the crisis in Amer-
ican steel and initiated a WTO con-
sistent process to evaluate the situa-
tion. The finding of the International
Trade Commission was this: That,
clearly, we were facing a surge of im-
ports; clearly, there are unfair traders
involved; and, clearly, we need to have
an opportunity to give a breathing
space to the U.S. industry.

The authors of the resolution today
are opposed to what the President is
trying to do, and I hope that this reso-
lution will be tabled. We will be send-
ing the wrong message to our inter-
national trading partners if we allow
the Jefferson resolution to stand.

The Jefferson resolution, in effect,
sends the message that it is open sea-
son on America’s manufacturing sec-
tor. It simply says you do not have to
play by the rules; that the global ex-
cess capacity in steel can continue to
be dumped on the American market.
And it will send a very clear message
that notwithstanding the fact that
America has some of the most produc-
tive steel mills in the world, America
will not be able to defend itself when
facing unfair trading practices in this
critical sector.

The message that this resolution
would send is that we are not prepared
to defend ourselves in the critical area
of trade; that we are not prepared to
insist on maintaining an internation-
ally competitive manufacturing sector
in this globe.

We need to stand up for steel. We
need to stand up for the President.
Today, table this resolution and let our
trading partners know we stand for fair
trade.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for Con-
gress to rally behind the President and stand
up for steel. The passage of H.J. Res. 84
would send a clear message to the world that
it is open season on the American manufac-
turing base. Anything less than the Section
201 relief provided by the President is unac-
ceptable.

The Bush Administration labored over the
various options for relief under Section 201
and it represents a milestone shift toward a
stronger trade policy that insists on a level
playing field of trade for domestic producers.
The relief provided by President Bush is bal-
anced, allowed under U.S. Trade Law and
consistent with the rules under the World
Trade Organization.

A strong tariff-based remedy is the only way
to prevent the loss of thousands of additional
steel-related jobs and indicate to foreign pro-
ducers that the United States is not a dumping
ground for excess steel products. But today
we find ourselves faced with H.J. Res. 84. It’s
a joke of a proposal that dramatically weakens
the tariff remedies by up to 10 percent for cer-
tain steel products by tossing aside the Presi-
dent’s remedy and instead using the majority
view of the International Trade Commission.

Let me assure you Mr. Speaker that weak
action would silence many more steel plants,
destroying jobs as well as the families and
communities who depend on them, all while
dealing a blow to our national economy and
security. Because of eight years of inaction by
the previous administration on this issue, 33
steel companies have declared bankruptcy,
which translates into 45,000 steelworkers who
have lost their jobs because of this most re-
cent surge in steel.

Make no mistake—I am very strongly pro-
trade, yet when it comes to steel it is distorted
trade. And keep in mind that we are already
witnessing the positive effects of the relief pro-
vided by the President. Imports have slowed
and the window has opened to allow the do-
mestic steel industry to recover from the dev-
astating import surge. We are providing the
time the domestic steel industry needs to re-
structure to remain competitive in the tight
global steel market.

President Bush labored over this decision,
carefully weighing all of the options on the
table. His decision was tailored to provide re-
lief to the steel industry while minimizing the
negative impact on the rest of the economy.
Very simply, the ITC decision was not.

President Bush’s remedy reflects thorough
consideration given to developing countries,
trading partners who have entered into trade
agreements with the United States, and to do-
mestic steel mills with specific needs for im-
ported steel products while crafting the tariffs
and tariff-rate quota.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 84 does reflect
the majority opinion of the ITC, while the
President’s remedy went beyond that.

The same statute that allows the gentleman
from Louisiana to bring this resolution before
us is the same statute that allowed the Presi-
dent to go beyond the majority opinion of the
ITC. According to the U.S. Trade Act of 1974
Section 203, the President has the right to
take action that he determines will facilitate ef-
forts by the domestic steel industry to rebound
and provide greater economic and social ben-
efits when compared with the costs.

Clearly, the President and I are in agree-
ment—the majority ITC opinion would have
been ineffective. It would not return steel
prices to their normal pre-crisis levels, and
allow American steel companies to make the
necessary investments to remain viable and
competitive in the future while providing good-
paying jobs.

The plight of the steel industry is grim but
both Congress and the administration are
working hard to give employers the tools they
need to be competitive in the global market.
Strong relief, coupled with the Bush Adminis-
tration’s continued efforts to address foreign
market distortions and global steel over-
capacity, will allow domestic steel manufactur-
ers to restructure and regain ground lost to the
injurious imports. This will ensure the contin-
ued viability of an industry that is a corner-
stone of our economy and national security.

The domestic steel industry is at a signifi-
cant crossroad. By granting relief under Sec-
tion 201 of the U.S. trade laws, the Bush Ad-
ministration provided critical breathing space
for this strategic industry. Congress must not
turn around and apply a choke hold.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the
rule.

b 1100

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I share
the frustration of the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON) on the pro-
cedures that are being used here; and I
do not speak to the procedures, but I
am going to vote to uphold the rule of
law and support the resolution.

We have laws that are WTO-con-
sistent. They are here to protect our
country from illegally imported prod-
ucts. In December 2001, the Inter-
national Trade Commission, which is a
nonpartisan body, unanimously found
that the domestic steel industry had
been harmed by the flood of foreign
steel imports into the U.S. market
since 1998. They found that our country
became the dumping ground for ille-
gally imported subsidized steel. As a
result, our domestic steel producers
were damaged.

In October, Bethlehem Steel Corpora-
tion filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy
protection. We now have 33 steel com-
panies in the United States which are
in some form of bankruptcy. They are
there not because they cannot produce
cost-effective steel. They can compete
if it was fair competition, but we do
not have fair competition because we
have excess capacity in the world in
producing steel.

The United States made it a policy to
reduce its capacity in the last decade.
We cannot produce enough steel to
meet our domestic needs. We need to
import steel. We have done what was
necessary to restructure our steel in-
dustry on capacity. But it is our trad-
ing partners that still have the excess
capacity that is causing U.S. steel
companies to go in bankruptcy because
of the dumped steel.

After we get rid of this resolution, we
need to turn our attention to legacy
costs because U.S. steel producers need
help on the retiree costs if they are
going to be able to compete on a fair,
level playing field. I hope today’s ac-
tion will not be the last action in sup-
porting the President. It is legacy pro-
tection for our steelworkers.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER).

Mr. VITTER. Madam Speaker, I rise
to strongly support American jobs and
employment here at home, economic
development; and because of those val-
ues and because of that focus, I strong-
ly support the Jefferson resolution and
active consideration and debate of it.

U.S. port authorities, port terminal
operators, longshore labor unions,
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other U.S. port and transportation in-
dustry organizations all have opposed
President Bush’s decision to impose
tariffs and quotas on fairly traded steel
products imported into the United
States, and all of those entities are
home to good, viable, important, well-
paying American jobs.

This is not a one-sided debate about
American jobs. I am very sympathetic
to U.S. steel producers and their em-
ployees, but that is not the only place
jobs are impacted in terms of this ac-
tion. They are impacted even more on
the negative side by President Bush’s
decision with regard to ports and other
maritime-related commerce.

I know that very well from my home,
the New Orleans area. Forty percent of
the revenue from the port of New Orle-
ans is directly tied to steel imports.
That supports more than 8,600 jobs just
within the Greater New Orleans area,
and if we look at Louisiana as a whole,
there are thousands more, and if we
look at the Nation, there are tens of
thousands more.

There are far more good American
jobs that will be cut, that will be hurt
because of this decision than those jobs
in the domestic steel industry that will
be saved, and that is why I strongly
support this resolution and believe
that we should have full debate and
consideration of it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON).

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) for his remarks in support
of the resolution and in opposition to
the process being used here. Many of
the speakers who have preceded me
have talked about the ITC decision, the
merits of it, that it was a 6-member
vote, 3 on the Democratic side and 3 on
the Republican side supporting it.

If the resolution passes, the ITC deci-
sion is in effect. This does not undo the
ITC decision because it cannot. Hon-
estly, I wish it could; but it cannot.
The ITC decision will stand if this reso-
lution should pass.

What is most egregious this morning
is not whether you disagree with the
position on the merits of the resolu-
tion, but whether we are going to have
a debate on this matter or not. That, it
seems to me, is the undeniable wrong-
ness that is being accomplished here. I
believe it is a shameful process, and in
some respects it is a very hypocritical
process. I have no problem with the
idea that steelworkers need relief. I
think the relief ought to come from
making sure that we continue our
work on eliminating the overcapacity
in not only our markets but the world
markets.

I think it comes in making sure that
the quotas are right for pre-1988 impor-
tation levels, and I think it is also im-
portant to think about the legacy cost
issues which are not addressed by this
resolution and the President’s action,
to see what we can do to make sure
that the $13 billion legacy costs that

are out there get taken care of. That is
not the subject of any of these discus-
sions, yet they are talked about by
Members who oppose this resolution as
if they were a part of what we are deal-
ing with here.

Today on this vote the only issue is
whether there will be a full debate on
this question today or not. How in the
world can the House oppose a full de-
bate on a matter of such dimensions as
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER) has described, as I have de-
scribed, and as others have described?
It is a matter which has put the Presi-
dent’s economic advisers on one page
opposing the President’s action. Some
political advisors say it is a good idea,
but his economic advisers do not sup-
port it. It is not justifiable on any eco-
nomic ground. Give us a chance to de-
bate. Vote no on the resolution.

Madam Speaker, I will move for the
previous question when the vote is
called.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS).

(Mr. PHELPS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PHELPS. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule, and I support the
President’s decision to impose a 30 per-
cent tariff as a first step in saving our
American steel industry and the job
and health insurance of Illinois steel-
workers and retirees. The American
steel industry and steelworkers are in
the midst of the worst crisis in many
years due to the continued illegal
dumping into this country of foreign-
made steel. Thousands of steelworkers
have lost their jobs, and countless
more are in jeopardy.

In my congressional district in cen-
tral and southern Illinois, the effects
have been devastating. I am troubled
by foreign producers seeking additional
exclusions from the tariffs for specific
steel products, despite that these prod-
ucts are available from domestic pro-
ducers. More disturbing are reported
statements that a significant propor-
tion of these exclusion requests will in
fact be granted. Further exclusion will
turn the section 201 tariffs into Swiss
cheese where the holes will allow so
much low-priced steel to enter the U.S.
market that the industry will receive
no meaningful relief.

The domestic steel industry has in-
vested billions of dollars in upgrading
and modernizing its facilities, and as a
result is among the most productive
makers of high-quality steel in the
world. No industry, no matter how pro-
ductive, however, can compete against
the onslaught of low price and often
unfairly traded steel imports. The sec-
tion 201 relief that the President an-
nounced in March can provide substan-
tial relief to the industry, but this will
only occur if the tariffs stay in place
without additional exclusions. It is im-
perative that we send the strongest

possible message to deter our trading
partners from further illegal dumping,
and to give the domestic steel industry
the time it needs to recover from its
injury. Anything less would be a dis-
service to those working men and
women who are counting on the gov-
ernment to stand up for them. Vote yes
on the rule to table House Joint Reso-
lution 84.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON).

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker,
at the end of this discussion, I will urge
Members to oppose the previous ques-
tion. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to
the rule. The amendment provides that
the underlying resolution, H.J. Res. 84,
disapproving the action taken by the
President under section 203 of the
Trade Act, will be considered by the
House separately with a clean vote,
and not simply tabled as the rule pro-
vides.

Madam Speaker, whether or not the
Members agree with the President’s ac-
tion on this issue of considerable im-
portance, we should all agree that this
deserves to be considered under the
process that was set up in section 203 of
the Trade Act of 1974. That act allows
the House to take an up or down vote
on the President’s action. This con-
voluted process of tabling the dis-
approval resolution before we even get
to a vote completely short-circuits the
regular process. Vote no on the pre-
vious question so we can all vote up or
down on H.J. Res. 84.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the amend-
ment be printed in the RECORD imme-
diately before the vote on the previous
question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, this process is not
very clear. I wish it were different, but
in the end I am going to support the
rule because I believe in upholding the
President’s decision on tariffs because
in the end I think it will save jobs in
this country.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to
have worked on this rule with the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN). This is his first rule as a
member of the Committee on Rules,
but all remember his years of service
to Joe Moakley when he was a staffer
before being elected to his seat. It is an
honor to serve with the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN)
now as a member of the Committee on
Rules.
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House Resolution 414 is a unique rule

providing for the disposition of House
Joint Resolution 84, a resolution of dis-
approval. Under this rule, H.J. Res. 84
would be automatically tabled. H.J.
Res. 84 disapproves the action taken by
President Bush to impose temporary
tariffs on some types of steel products.

Under the Trade Act, Congress has
the authority to disapprove of such ac-
tions within 90 days. Such a dis-
approval resolution is highly privi-
leged, not amendable, and floor debate
is limited to 20 hours. To put it simply,
a vote in favor of this rule will lay on
the table the disapproval resolution
and conclude further deliberations.
While congressional disapproval is cer-
tainly allowed under the statute, this
rule recognizes that the circumstances
in this case simply do not warrant such
action. Laying this resolution on the
table does not hurt the steel industry,
as we have heard from so many Mem-
bers on a bipartisan basis from the
Steel Caucus. In fact, it will keep in-
tact the President’s remedy that the
industry favors. The disapproval reso-
lution could potentially be even more
harmful to the industry. This dis-
approval resolution does not eliminate
tariffs on steel imports either. It mere-
ly replaces one set of tariffs with an-
other.

Madam Speaker, let me reiterate
that a vote in favor of this rule will
table the disapproval resolution, keep
intact the President’s current remedy,
and conclude debate on this issue. I
urge an aye vote. I urge my colleagues
to table the resolution by voting aye.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. JEFFERSON is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 414
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert:
That upon the adoption of this resolution

it shall be in order to consider in the House
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 84) dis-
approving the action taken by the President
under section 203 of the Trade Act of 1974
transmitted to the Congress on March 5, 2002.
The joint resolution shall be considered as
read for amendment. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the joint
resolution to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one hour of debate on
the joint resolution equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, if you want
to know how foreign steel is affecting our com-
munities just ask Ernie Ronn. Ernie is a retired
iron ore miner from the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan.

If you ask Ernie, or thousands of other iron
ore and steel workers how steel dumping is
affecting our community, they’ll all tell you the
same thing—this foreign steel is killing us.

Last July, thousands of iron ore workers in
Marquette, Michigan held a rally which filled
and entire indoor stadium. Later the workers,
their families, children and business owners
filled the streets of Marquette.

They know that when a mine shuts down in
the U.P. or a steel factory closes in River
Rouge you cripple an entire community, you
erode the tax base, police and fire services
suffer, and no one goes unaffected.

The citizens of Marquette marched because
their jobs, their community, and their future
was—and still is—at stake.

At that rally a year ago, Ernie Ronn told us
that this was the fourth demonstration he’d
been to. He said, ‘‘my grandfather and your
grandfather, they came to this country—from
Poland, Finland, Slovenia, Ukraine, Italy and
Germany—to make better lives for you and I.
That’s what we want to do for our kids, make
it a better world. It’s a common thread for peo-
ple. We’ve built a great community, and now
we must keep it strong. We shouldn’t have to
keep trying to get that message across.’’

While Mr. Ronn said those words nearly a
year ago, they couldn’t be more apt today. It’s
time to end this debate. The President has
taken action; his decision has already been
implemented. It’s time to move forward.

For the iron ore workers in Marquette and
the steelworkers down river of Detroit this is a
matter of putting food on the table, paying the
mortgage or rent, and keeping their families
healthy and safe. Vote for this rule to table the
resolution.

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule to table this misguided res-
olution.

If we pass H.J. Res. 84 we’re going to be
sending a message to the rest of the world.
And that message is: Foreign countries, go
ahead. Flood our markets. Illegally dump your
products here. Because the United States is
not going to enforce our trade laws. We’ll be
declaring ‘‘open season’’ on America’s manu-
facturing base and on American workers.

We cannot let that happen. We must stop it.
And I’m proud that our President, George W.
Bush, took decisive action to restore fair com-
petition for our steelworkers. If American steel-
workers are allowed to compete on a level
playing field, they will win. But if we do not re-
store that level playing field, more American
steelworkers will lose their jobs.

This problem has been going on for years,
and President Bush showed real leadership
when he put these tariffs on. This action is ab-
solutely necessary to defend steelworker jobs
against illegally traded steel and ensure Amer-
ica has a steel industry five and ten years
from now.

Madam Speaker, I testified before the Inter-
national Trade Commission on several occa-
sions about the illegal import crisis and its ef-
fect on our steel-producing areas like my
home State of Alabama. I told them about the
dangers this crisis presents to our national se-
curity. And in this time of war, what is more
important than the security of our Nation and
its ability to defend itself?

Vote yes on the rule. Stand with our Presi-
dent. And stand up for the hardworking citi-
zens who built this country into the great and
powerful Nation it is today.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to H.J. Res. 84, to dis-
approve the President’s steel tariffs.

Our domestic steel industry is currently in a
crisis situation. The fundamental cause of this
crisis is massive foreign overcapacity, which
has caused the United States to become a
dumping ground for world excess steel prod-
ucts. As a result of this, since 1997, 33 steel
companies have filed for bankruptcy, affecting
over 62,000 American steel workers. Almost
90 percent of the capacity reduction occurred
in 2001.

Our domestic steel industry is vital to our
national security. American Armed Forces de-

pend on American steel for their planes, tanks
and ships. A dependence on foreign steel
could be catastrophic for our national defense.

Last year, I joined my colleagues on the
Congressional Steel Caucus in urging the
President to implement a Section 201 inves-
tigation by the International Trade Commission
to determine if our domestic markets had been
harmed by illegal dumping. In the fall, I testi-
fied before the ITC to express my concerns
regarding the steel crisis. The ITC ruled unani-
mously that the steel industry had indeed
been harmed.

In March of this year, the President an-
nounced his intention to impose tariff safe-
guards of up to 30 percent on major steel
products. While the President could have im-
posed tariffs of up to 40 percent, I am hopeful
that the 30 percent tariff will be sufficient to
give the industry a chance at recovery, and
am pleased that the President did decide to
take action. His actions sent a strong mes-
sage that we will no longer tolerate the unfair
trade practices which have harmed the steel
industry.

Madam Speaker, voting no on this resolu-
tion is paramount to the U.S. domestic steel
industry, and I urge my colleagues to join me
with a no vote.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 and 9 of rule XX,
the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the
minimum time for electronic voting, if
ordered, on the question of adoption of
the resolution, and thereafter on the
motion to suspend the rules and concur
in Senate amendments to H.R. 3525 de-
bated yesterday.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 355, nays 62,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 129]

YEAS—355

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter

Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
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Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Issa
Istook

Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—62

Baldwin
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Boucher
Capuano
Castle
Clayton
Condit
Conyers
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dooley
Ford
Frank
Harman
Hastings (FL)

Holt
Israel
Jefferson
Kucinich
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lynch
Markey
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Moran (VA)
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Price (NC)
Reyes
Sabo
Sanders
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Stenholm
Tierney
Vitter
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wu

NOT VOTING—17

Burton
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Clay
Crane
Hall (OH)

Honda
Jones (OH)
Kind (WI)
Miller, George
Nadler
Ose

Riley
Sawyer
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Waxman

b 1140

Messrs. WATT of North Carolina,
PASTOR, PRICE of North Carolina,
HOLT, SANDERS and WU, and Ms.
WOOLSEY and Mrs. NAPOLITANO
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. FARR of California, BACA,
POMEROY, and SCHIFF, and Ms.
MILLENDER-McDONALD, Ms. SOLIS,
Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mrs. MALONEY of
New York changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on House Resolution 414.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 386, noes 30,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 17, as
follows:

[Roll No. 130]

AYES—386

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca

Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry

Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)

McCollum
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
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Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan

Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky

Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—30

Baker
Berman
Boehner
Castle
Cooksey
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis, Tom
Dicks
Dooley

Ehlers
Flake
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herger
Jefferson
John
Kolbe
Larsen (WA)
Lofgren

McCrery
McDermott
Moran (VA)
Payne
Smith (WA)
Stenholm
Tauzin
Vitter
Waters
Watson (CA)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—17

Burton
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Clay
Crane
Hall (OH)

Honda
Jones (OH)
Kind (WI)
Nadler
Ose
Pombo

Riley
Sawyer
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Waxman

b 1151

Mr. HORN changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
So House Joint Resolution 84 was

laid on the table.

f

ENHANCED BORDER SECURITY
AND VISA ENTRY REFORM ACT
OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The unfinished business is
the question of suspending the rules
and concurring in the Senate amend-
ments to the bill, H.R. 3525.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and concur in the Sen-
ate amendments to the bill, H.R. 3525,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 0,
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 21, as
follows:

[Roll No. 131]

YEAS—411

Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen

Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus

Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin

Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos

Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes

Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus

Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune

Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2

Abercrombie Tancredo

NOT VOTING—21

Burton
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Cox
Crane
Goode
Gutknecht

Hall (OH)
Honda
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kind (WI)
Nadler
Ose

Pryce (OH)
Riley
Sawyer
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Waxman
Woolsey

b 1201
So (two-thirds having voted in favor

thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, during roll-

call No. 131, on the motion that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the Senate
amendments to H.R. 3525, I inadvertently
voted ‘‘present.’’ It was my desire to have my
vote recorded as ‘‘yea,’’ and I ask that the
RECORD reflect that.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 131,
I was absent for the five-minute rollcall vote.
Had I been present I would have voted
‘‘yeas.’’

f

b 1200

CORRECTING THE ENROLLMENT
OF H.R. 3525, ENHANCED BORDER
SECURITY AND VISA ENTRY RE-
FORM ACT OF 2001.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 106) to
correct the enrollment of H.R. 3525, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 106
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That, in the enroll-
ment of the bill (H.R. 3525) to enhance the
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border security of the United States, and for
other purposes, the Clerk of the House of
Representatives shall make the following
corrections:

(1) Strike section 205.
(2) In the table of contents of the bill,

strike the item relating to section 205.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
The Senate concurrent resolution

was concurred in.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

YUCCA MOUNTAIN REPOSITORY
SITE APPROVAL ACT

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to section 115(e)(4) of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982, I call up the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 87) approv-
ing the site at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada, for the development of a reposi-
tory for the disposal of high-level ra-
dioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel,
pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the joint resolution.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. RES. 87
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That there hereby is ap-
proved the site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada,
for a repository, with respect to which a no-
tice of disapproval was submitted by the
Governor of the State of Nevada on April 8,
2002.

UNFUNDED MANDATES POINT OF ORDER

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I rise
to make a point of order against con-
sideration of H.J. Res. 87.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to section 425 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, I make a point of
order against consideration of H.J. Res.
87.

Section 425 states that a point of
order lies against legislation which ei-
ther imposes an unfunded mandate in
excess of $58 million against State and
local governments or when the com-
mittee chairman does not publish,
prior to floor consideration, a CBO cost
mandate of any unfunded mandate in
excess of $58 million against State and
local entities.

H.J. Res. 87 will in effect set the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act as amended in
1987 into action. The bill reads in part,
‘‘Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, that
there hereby is approved the site at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada for a reposi-
tory.’’

In other words, Madam Speaker, pas-
sage of this resolution will green-light
the Yucca Mountain project, thus al-
lowing for shipment of high level nu-
clear waste beginning in the year 2010
and continuing for the next 38 years.

Thus, passage of H.J. Res. 87 clearly
places an unfunded mandate on our
taxpayers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS)
makes a point of order that the joint
resolution violates section 425(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

In accordance with section 426(b)(2)
of the Act, the gentleman has met his
threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the joint resolution
on which he predicates the point of
order.

Under section 426(b)(4) of the Act, the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes of debate on the ques-
tion of consideration.

Pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the
Act, after that debate the Chair will
put the question of consideration, to
wit: ‘‘Will the House now consider the
joint resolution?″

The gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
GIBBONS) will be recognized for 10 min-
utes and the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. TAUZIN) will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, passage of H.J. Res.
87 will undoubtedly put a process in
place that will exceed the $58 million
threshold outlined in section 425 of the
act. Instead of looking at what the
CBO score tells us, let us look at what
it does not tell us. What the CBO is un-
able to tell us is how much it will cost
our local community to implement the
Nuclear Waste Management Act, as far
as preparing our State and local gov-
ernments for the enormous cost of safe-
ty monitoring these tens of thousands
of high level nuclear waste shipments
that are going to occur throughout our
community.

Madam Speaker, by the CBO’s inabil-
ity to score the total cost of this
project, again a project receives a
green light upon passage of the legisla-
tion currently before us, there might
as well not even be a CBO score. The
chairman of the committee has ful-
filled his obligation to publish a cost
estimate for H.J. Res. 87; however, the
CBO cost only gives the House the rec-
ommended 5-year cost projection. As
we know, under the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act, shipments of high level nu-
clear waste to Nevada will not even
begin until the year 2010, about 8 years
from now. With the CBO unable to give
a cost estimate on the Yucca Mountain
project’s total price tag, passage of
H.J. Res. 87 provides the Federal gov-
ernment a blank check to proceed with
this project.

In the end, the Federal Government
will demand that our State and local
governments spend billions of dollars
over the next four decades to prepare
for those shipments that will traverse
their respective States and districts.
Neither the Department of Energy nor

Congress has anticipated or provided
for the massive costs that will be in-
curred by States and local govern-
ments if we pass this legislation.

The paltry $17 million budgeted by
the Department of Energy in its fiscal
year 2003 budget will not come close to
covering these costs. States and local
governments will be left with billions
of dollars in unfunded expenses which
would not be incurred except for the
Federal high level radioactive waste
program. Some may counter this argu-
ment by saying that we can rec-
ommend on the Nuclear Waste Fund,
established by Congress, to pay for the
cost of Yucca Mountain.

Well, consider this argument: Cur-
rent estimates put the Nuclear Waste
Fund at about $17 billion. That balance
pales in the comparison to the total
construction and compliance costs at
Yucca Mountain of almost $60 billion.

What is more, the nuclear power in-
dustry faces an uncertain economic fu-
ture. Let me point out a few of the
problems facing the industry. The in-
dustry is supposed to be responsible for
paying the costs associated with the
nuclear waste disposal. No nuclear
power plants have been built since 1978.
More than 100 reactors have been can-
celed, including all ordered after 1973.
The nuclear power industry’s troubles
include nuclear high power plant con-
struction costs, relatively low costs for
competing fuel, public concern about
nuclear safety and waste disposal, as
well as regulatory compliance costs.

Electric utility restructuring, which
is currently under way in several
States, could also increase the com-
petition faced by existing nuclear
plants.

High operating costs have resulted
during the past decades in the shut-
down of nearly 20 U.S. commercial re-
actors before the completion of their
40-year license operating period.

Madam Speaker, the viability of the
Nuclear Waste Fund is directly related
to the continued viability of the nu-
clear utility industry. Taxpayers are
not supposed to fund the program. The
program is supposed to be funded by
the nuclear energy industry and the
ratepayers who purchase and benefit
from their electricity.

The price tag of this project will be
tremendous. Not in the next 5 years, as
outlined by the CBO score, but in 8
years, and the subsequent 4 decades be-
yond that.

Madam Speaker, 8 years from now
the Department of Energy will begin
filling your roads and highways and
railways with high level nuclear waste.
The cost to even begin preparing our
first responders will be staggering, let
alone the cost of any clean-up associ-
ated with one of 400 accidents the De-
partment of Energy tells us that we are
to prepare for when they begin these
shipments.

I ask that delegates call their State
governors and ask does room exist in
their budget to meet these needs and
these expensive costs? Ask your local
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county commissioners can they afford
the increased costs of protecting these
shipments? Ask city council members
in your district will they have room to
budget in their budget for these in-
creased costs? Ask your local fire fight-
ers, police officers, State troopers,
your emergency response teams, EMTs
and haz-mat crews, will they be able to
afford such costs?

Again, the DOE tells us that acci-
dents happen. This is not spilled milk.
An accident involving shipments of
high level nuclear waste requires more
than a mop and bucket of water to
clean up. Imagine the cost of the train-
ing just to prepare for a potential re-
sponse to one of these accidents.

Madam Speaker, H.J. Res. 87 is an
unfunded mandate. The CBO cannot
tell us whether or not carrying out the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act by passing
this resolution will exceed the $58 mil-
lion threshold. And because CBO can-
not give us this information, we must
assume that the threshold can and will
be exceeded.

Now some tell us not to worry, that
DOE and Congress will ensure the nec-
essary funding will be provided at the
right time. If this is the case, Madam
Speaker, where are we going to get the
money? What programs will have to be
cut to pay for this irresponsible policy?
Will we cut the Department of Defense
budget as we carry out this long, pro-
tracted war against terrorism? Will we
cut out Medicare or any possibility of
implementing a prescription drug ben-
efit for our seniors? Or will we allow
ourselves to drive the Social Security
trust fund at the same time our baby
boomer generation sits on the brink of
retirement?

Assuming the DOE begins shipment
in 2010 as planned, Congress would have
to budget $3.6 billion per year begin-
ning with this year’s budget in order to
provide adequate funding for States.
The fact is, Madam Speaker, as with
every other issue we debate in this
body, the money has to come from
somewhere and somewhere always
leads to the taxpayers in this great
country.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this unfunded
mandate and support the point of order
I just made.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) opposed to the point of order?

Mr. TAUZIN. Yes, Madam Speaker, I
am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Louisiana for 10 minutes.

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
rise in strong opposition to this effort
to block consideration of this very bi-
partisan consideration.

Madam Speaker, I know the gen-
tleman well and he is my friend and I
know his intentions are good. He is
doing everything that he thinks is in

the best interest of his State. And I
think we all can respect that. But, very
frankly, this point of order is com-
pletely without foundation and it is
clearly just an effort to obstruct con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution
87, a resolution that was reported out
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce by a vote of 41 to 6, an incredibly
bipartisan vote.

When my committee filed its report
on House Joint Resolution 87, it in-
cluded a cost estimate from the Con-
gressional Budget Office. This is it
here. And the Congressional Budget Of-
fice report literally satisfies one of the
requirements under the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act. This CBO cost esti-
mate thoroughly reviewed the budget
impacts of this resolution, and it did
not identify any new mandates in this
resolution that would fall under the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act.

The CBO cost estimate, in fact, fur-
ther clarified that even if some minor
costs of State and local governments
did fall under the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act, these costs would not ex-
ceed the thresholds established under
UMRA.

Let me quote from the CBO estimate
directly: ‘‘H.J. Res. 87 could increase
the costs that Nevada and some local
governments would incur to comply
with certain existing Federal require-
ments. The Unfunded Mandate Reform
Act, UMRA, is unclear about whether
such costs would count as new man-
dates under UMRA. In any event, CBO
estimates that the annual direct costs
incurred by State and local govern-
ments over the next 5 years would
total significantly less than the thresh-
old established in the law ($58 million
in 2002, adjusted annually for infla-
tion).’’
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In other words, CBO is saying we are
not sure we even count those costs; but
if we did, they do not meet the thresh-
old of the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act.

Finally, CBO notes that H.J. Res. 87
contains no new private sector man-
dates as defined in the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act. Madam Speaker, the
CBO report speaks for itself. It is very,
very clear.

We may hear that the real costs that
should be considered are those that
occur after the 5-year period that CBO
has looked at. Well, for better or worse,
whether we like it or not, whether we
think the law ought to be different, our
rules only require CBO to look at 5
years and not into the indefinite fu-
ture; and what CBO has told us in this
report is that there are simply no costs
that cross the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act limits, the thresholds for
those 5 years.

The law is satisfied. Our rules are
satisfied. We ought to proceed with the
consideration of this important resolu-
tion.

The Chair will put the question when
this debate is over on this point of

order, and the question will be whether
we should proceed or not. I will ask all
Members who support this resolution
to vote ‘‘yes.’’ We should proceed be-
cause this point of order is completely
without foundation.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I will remind my good friend and col-
league, the chairman of the committee,
that shipments will not begin until 8
years from today, not the 5 years as
recommended in the CBO score.

Madam Speaker, I yield the balance
of my time to the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
GIBBONS) for yielding me the time.

I find it very ironic that this Con-
gress is willing to put nuclear waste in
a hole in the Nevada desert for 10,000
years, yet we are talking about a 5-
year unfunded mandate.

I rise in strong support of the gentle-
man’s point of order. It is bad enough
that we are set to vote on a resolution
that will approve the Yucca Mountain
project that has costs ranging from $56
billion to $308 billion. Nobody knows
exactly how much this project will
cost. This money is supposed to come
from the nuclear waste fund, but the
fund only has $17 billion in it. Where is
the rest of this money going to come
from? Are the proponents of this fool-
hardy project proposing to raise taxes,
dip into the Social Security trust fund?
This proposal only gets worse.

If we approve Yucca Mountain, more
than 108,000 shipments of deadly nu-
clear waste will be rolling across our
Nation’s highways and railroads,
through 43 States for the next 38 years
on its way to Yucca Mountain. As it
passes through each of the 703 counties
along the proposed transportation
routes, local law enforcement and first
responders must be prepared for the
worst. And if the worst happens, where
is the money going to come from to
clean up the mess, the destruction, the
devastation?

I see no provision in the budget to
cover these enormous costs. This is an
unfunded mandate to our local govern-
ments. We know from the DOE’s own
assessment that we can expect any-
where from 50 to over 300 accidents.
Our firefighters and first responders
must be specially trained to deal with
these nuclear waste shipments and the
accidents that will occur.

The nuclear waste fund does not have
the money to pay for this, so the un-
known costs are going to have to be
made up by local government and the
American taxpayers. We will be asking
citizens who have no part in creating
nuclear waste and have no benefits
from nuclear energy to fund the nu-
clear industry so they can move dan-
gerous nuclear waste through their
own backyards.

If we approve this resolution, the
American taxpayer will once again be
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asked to foot the bill for nuclear en-
ergy. There is not enough money in the
nuclear waste fund to cover the costs.
So sometime in the next 10 years we
will be either cutting corners when it
comes to safety, raising taxes, or raid-
ing Social Security.

None of these alternatives are ac-
ceptable to me, and I doubt outside the
nuclear industry and the nuclear indus-
try’s friends here in the United States
Congress that these alternatives would
not be acceptable to anyone else in our
country.

Yucca Mountain is a financial boon-
doggle that flies in the face of fiscal re-
sponsibility. I urge my colleagues to
support this point of order.

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Energy and Air Quality.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) for yielding me
the time.

Obviously, I rise against this point of
order of my good friend from Nevada. I
am shocked, shocked and amazed, that
he would think that the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and I
would present a bill on the floor that
had an unfunded mandate.

I am one of the most conservative
Members of this body, and I am joined
by one of the most distinguished con-
servative Members, he would say mod-
erate, progressive, Members on the
other side of the aisle; and for us to
bring forward an unfunded, an un-
funded mandate is just beyond the
pale.

I would point out that since we
passed a Nuclear Waste Policy Act in
1982, we have collected over $15 billion
in the nuclear waste fund. Every time
a nuclear plant generates a kilowatt of
electricity, one mil, which is 1⁄10 of a
cent, goes into this fund; and we are
collecting about $750 million a year as
we speak into this fund. So this is far
from being an unfunded mandate. This
is the most overfunded, unmet, unobli-
gated, unconstructed thing that we
could have ever done in Federal Gov-
ernment.

I would also point out, as my good
friend, the full committee chairman,
has already pointed out, that when we
passed this resolution on a bipartisan
basis out of the committee, we sent it
to the Congressional Budget Office; and
they have given us the requisite report
that the chairman has a copy of that
says quite clearly that the costs of this
for the next 5 years are well under the
threshold of the Unfunded Mandate
Act.

There are a number of reasons for
people to be opposed to the underlying
resolution. My good friend from Ne-
vada is certainly entitled to oppose it,
but there is no reason to support the
point of order that it is an unfunded

mandate. Nothing, Madam Speaker,
could be further from the truth.

When it comes to the end of the de-
bate, I certainly hope that the Speaker
will throw out this scurrilous point of
order so that we can get on with the
debate, have a debate on the under-
lying bill and then hopefully support
the underlying bill that the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and my-
self have put to the body.

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time and ask
that we put the question with the re-
quest that all Members who support
this resolution vote ‘‘yes’’ when the
Speaker puts the question.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is: Will the
House now consider House Joint Reso-
lution 87.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 308, nays
105, not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 132]

YEAS—308

Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle

Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake

Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof

Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan

Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays

Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Snyder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—105

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baca
Baldwin
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Capps
Capuano
Condit
Conyers
Davis (CA)
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Diaz-Balart
Doggett
Eshoo
Farr
Filner
Gallegly
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Harman
Hinchey
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Inslee
Israel

Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Napolitano
Oberstar
Ortiz
Owens

Pallone
Pelosi
Pence
Pombo
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Schiff
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Solis
Souder
Stark
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watson (CA)
Weiner
Woolsey
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—21

Boehner
Burton
Buyer

Carson (IN)
Coyne
Crane

Hall (OH)
Jones (OH)
Kind (WI)
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Kleczka
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Ose

Riley
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Simpson

Smith (TX)
Stupak
Traficant
Waxman
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Messrs. McNULTY, GALLEGLY,
KUCINICH, INSLEE, UDALL of Colo-
rado, STARK, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, and Mrs. KELLY changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. CALVERT, HINOJOSA, and
HERGER changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the question of consideration was
decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REQUEST TO TABLE H.J. RES. 87

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that H.J. Res. 87,
the Yucca Mountain Repository Site
Approval Act, be tabled.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Nevada?

Mr. TAUZIN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman under my reservation to ex-
plain her unanimous consent request.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
General Accounting Office, the inde-
pendent investigative arm of Congress,
recently recommended that the Yucca
Mountain project not be approved at
this time. The GAO recommended that
the government solve 293 outstanding
scientific problems before the project
be approved. After careful examination
of these scientific problems, the GAO
estimated that the Department of En-
ergy would need at least 4 more years,
until 2006, to resolve these problems.
The report concluded, ‘‘We question
the prudence and practicality of mak-
ing such a recommendation at this
time given the express statutory time
frames for a license application and the
significant amount of work remaining
to be done.’’

In addition, there are still enormous
and serious questions regarding the
transportation of nuclear waste. The
casks that will transport the waste
have not yet even been created, and no
cask has been tested full scale. In light
of 9/11, several government agencies
have begun a review of the safety and
security of nuclear waste transport.
The result of these reviews is not yet
complete. It is clear that we are mov-
ing ahead on this resolution pre-
maturely. It is not in the best interest
of the public, and it does not reflect
sound public policy.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Yucca Mountain Reposi-
tory Site Approval Act be tabled until
2006 when the scientific studies are
completed.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I insist on
my objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Pursuant to section 15(e)(4) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, the

gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) and a Member opposed each will
control 1 hour.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I claim
the time in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed?

Mr. MARKEY. Yes, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Massachusetts will con-
trol 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) for 1 hour.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today the Chair will
consider one of the most important
public health and safety issues facing
the Nation, the development of a cen-
tralized and permanent geologic dis-
posal site for our country’s nuclear
waste, wastes that are laying around
all over the country in temporary stor-
age at nuclear facilities.

At present, high level nuclear wastes
are stored in 77 sites in more than 30
States in every region of the country.
Most of these waste sites are located
near a nuclear power plant where spent
nuclear fuel is carefully stored, and nu-
clear waste storage sites are also lo-
cated at former DOE weapons produc-
tion facilities like the Hanford site,
where liquid radioactive waste is
stored in tanks.

Every one of these waste sites shares
one common aspect: They were all de-
signed for temporary storage of these
dangerous wastes, not for long-term
storage.

The Yucca Mountain site is located
90 miles away from Las Vegas. It is iso-
lated on remote Federal land of the Ne-
vada test site, 14 miles away from the
closest residence, and it is safe and se-
cure. The waste will be stored more
than 600 feet underground, and more
than 500 feet above the water table.
The waste will be held in steel con-
tainers, and the containers will be
placed under a titanium shield.

Further, not only is the air space
around Yucca already restricted, but
an existing security force at the Ne-
vada test site will protect the area.
This is a comprehensive defense-in-
depth approach.

The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce held an exhaustive hearing on
this issue last month. We heard from
witnesses representing all sides of the
Yucca Mountain debate, including sci-
entists, politicians, regulators, and
public interest groups. Not a single
witness identified a significant sci-
entific or technical reason not to move
forward with this important project.

They also gave me an opportunity to
clarify some of the concerns frequently
expressed by the opponents of the
Yucca Mountain site, and the hearing
was very good for that purpose. For ex-
ample, opponents of Yucca Mountain
want us to stop this important project
because the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission has identified certain unre-
solved technical issues. However, the
NRC had testified and the DOE has

agreed that the DOE is on a path to-
ward resolving every single one of
those technical issues, and the Sec-
retary of Energy committed to answer
every one before licensing is possibly
complete or approved. In fact, 60 of
those issues should be resolved this
year.

Further, the NRC will not approve
the construction license for Yucca
Mountain unless every single one of
those issues are thoroughly and prop-
erly addressed. The opponents of Yucca
Mountain will argue that we should
stop the project because the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board believes
the science of Yucca Mountain is weak
to moderate. However, at the hearing
the board pointed out that no indi-
vidual technical issue would automati-
cally eliminate Yucca Mountain. The
Nuclear Waste Board also testified that
confidence in DOE science estimates
can be increased.

I understand that this issue is of
great concern to the elected leaders of
Nevada, and I sympathize with their
plight. I hope that the debate today
can focus on a discussion of the facts
rather than an effort to manufacture
unrealistic and implausible fears in the
minds of the public regarding this
project.

A vote in favor of H.J. Res. 87 will
simply move the Yucca Mountain
project forward to the next stage of re-
view; but even with congressional ap-
proval of this resolution today, con-
struction will not proceed at Yucca
Mountain unless it passes strict health
and safety requirements set up by EPA
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion.

On February 15, 2002, the President
recommended on the advice of DOE
Secretary Spencer Abraham that Con-
gress approve the Yucca Mountain site
even if the State of Nevada dis-
approves. Based upon our review and
understanding of DOE’s extensive sci-
entific work, I am prepared to support
this important policy decision, and I
hope Members do, too.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the
chairman of the subcommittee, for his
extraordinary work on this, and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) for their co-
operation, and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) for his support
for our effort. I want all Members of
this House to know this bill came out
of our committee by a 41–6 bipartisan
vote. It is sponsored and cosponsored in
a bipartisan way. It is supported in a
bipartisan way.

This is the right thing for America.
And we stand as Americans united to
get this important resolution passed so
that we can set our nuclear industry
back on a current safe path; and, in-
deed, make room for future improve-
ments in the nuclear industry in this
country, as well as the environmental
cleanup of sites that demand early
rather than late attention.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to yield 20 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER),
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality
for purposes of control.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve

the balance of my time.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 4 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, this is a historic occa-

sion. Twenty years ago on this floor we
passed the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.
In that bill there was a decision made
by Congress that there would be 5 geo-
logic repositories that would be stud-
ied, and ultimately 2 would be selected,
1 on the east of the Mississippi and 1 to
the west of the Mississippi.

But between 1982 and 1987, two fac-
tors raised their heads: One, paro-
chialism. The States of Texas, of Wash-
ington, of Louisiana, of Tennessee, of
New Hampshire, in other words, all of
the States that were being considered
that had powerful political delegations,
said take our States off the list. And
the search was begun by this body to
find one State that had just two Mem-
bers of Congress and two Senators be-
cause that is the way ultimately in
1987 when the Congress revisited the
issue that it was resolved; not on sci-
entific grounds, not on the basis of
finding the best geologic repositories
east and west of the Mississippi, but
rather selecting the smallest State
with the smallest number of elected
representatives, and that turns out to
be the State of Nevada, which was de-
livered the nuclear queen of spades by
every other State that did not want it
in their State.

Now, what happens? Well, then ulti-
mately any Member who opposes
science being trumped by politics is
called anti-nuclear by the States that
do not want it in their States, even
though in most of those States they
have nuclear power plants. We wind up
in this Alice-in-Wonderland debate
where the poor State of Nevada is here
now raising the point that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has identified
the fact that there are still 293 unre-
solved environmental health and safety
issues, and asking the Congress and
asking the administration to wait until
those issues are resolved until any
movement forward is made on the
issue.

But because of a second major issue,
special interest, that is the nuclear
power industry, the Congress, as they
did in 1982, as they did in 1987, says no,
we cannot wait. We must now continue
forward. It is this indifference to the
very legitimate concerns that are being
raised by the State of Nevada which
should be most troubling to Members
here today.

The nuclear power industry may
want this. Other States that could have
been considered for the repository, and

might have been better long term
10,000-year locations for the waste, may
want this. States that have 6 or 8 nu-
clear reactors in them but do not want
the nuclear repository and want the
waste out of their State may want this,
but it is wrong for us to move forward
today when we can move forward next
year or the year after if the 293 envi-
ronmental health and safety questions
have not been resolved, because the de-
cision we make today creates an inex-
orable pressure on investments already
made, decisions already made that will
buy us those environmental health and
safety decisions over the next 2 and 3
years, and ultimately bad decisions
will be made that will compromise the
environment.

b 1300

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BOUCHER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the pending measure and
urge its approval by the House. The
legislation takes the next necessary
step in a statutorily prescribed process
for establishing a site for the perma-
nent disposal of high level nuclear
waste. I want to begin these remarks
by commending Chairman TAUZIN of
the full Committee on Energy and
Commerce, subcommittee Chairman
BARTON, and also the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the ranking
member of our full committee, for
their diligence and their persistence in
taking this necessary step. I am a co-
sponsor with them of the legislation
which is pending that will move the
process forward.

A permanent secure site for the dis-
posal of high level waste must be estab-
lished. Forty-five thousand metric tons
of waste now reside on-site at nuclear
reactors in 72 locations across the Na-
tion. This temporary siting of spent
fuel at reactor sites poses both a secu-
rity threat and an environmental
threat. In my view, arguments that
previously had been made that the per-
manent disposal of waste in dry cask
storage at these 72 reactor sites as an
alternative to the establishment of a
secure central repository for the waste
hold far less credence today after Sep-
tember 11 than they did before. I think
we really have no alternative to the de-
velopment of a central, secure disposal
site. The passage of the measure that is
now before the House is essential to
the development of that site.

While arguments will be made that
more could be learned about the pro-
posed Yucca Mountain site, I would
note that the recommendation of the
Secretary of Energy in January of this
year that Yucca Mountain be chosen
for permanent waste disposal is based
on fully 20 years of scientific investiga-
tion. The site characterization work
required under section 113 of the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act has been car-
ried out. The public hearings focusing

on the Yucca Mountain site required
by section 114 of the act have been
held. If Congress passes the legislation
now pending before the House, which
overrides the disapproval of the Presi-
dent’s site designation that was issued
by Governor Guinn of Nevada on April
8, construction activities could not
commence at the site until the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission completes a
full technical and scientific review of
the site and also a review of the pro-
posed disposal methods at the site and
then issues a license for site construc-
tion.

No site will ever be found to be per-
fect for the disposal of high level nu-
clear waste, but I am persuaded that
the studies which have already been
conducted and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission review that is still to
come provides sufficient assurances
that the appropriate nature of the
Yucca Mountain site has been estab-
lished and will justify approval of the
legislation now before us.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to take this
opportunity to note that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce has a
long tradition of addressing many of
our Nation’s most important public
policy challenges in a thoughtful and a
bipartisan manner. With the Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality
having approved this resolution by a
vote of 24–2 and the full Committee on
Energy and Commerce having approved
it by a majority of 41–6, nowhere has
our committee’s bipartisan tradition
and cooperation been more in evidence
than in our efforts to resolve the Na-
tion’s nuclear waste disposal problems.
For that bipartisan cooperation, I
again want to commend the commit-
tee’s leadership on both sides of the
aisle for moving expeditiously on this
matter.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of this
resolution by the House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by expressing the outrage felt
throughout Nevada about this ill-ad-
vised proposal. Eighty-three percent of
the people I represent vehemently op-
pose Yucca Mountain. Nevada does not
use nuclear energy. Nevada does not
produce one ounce of nuclear waste.
Yet Nevada is being asked to carry the
weight of a burden we have had no part
in creating.

I grew up in Las Vegas. Long before
I came to serve in Congress, I have
been fighting against this proposal to
transport 77,000 tons of toxic nuclear
waste across 43 States to be stored for
10,000 years in a hole in the Nevada
desert.

The original Nuclear Waste Policy
Act charged the Department of Energy
with the task of studying multiple po-
tential repository sites to determine
which would be the best to provide geo-
logic containment of nuclear waste.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 03:24 May 09, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08MY7.048 pfrm12 PsN: H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2185May 8, 2002
But in 1987, without the benefit of any
completed scientific study, Congress
passed the so-called ‘‘Screw Nevada’’
bill which made the most political of
decisions. It singled out Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada as the only site to be
studied. There was no science, there
was no reason, except that Nevada was
a small State with a small congres-
sional delegation.

Almost immediately, it became ap-
parent that Yucca Mountain could not
contain the waste by natural geologic
barriers as required by law, so the DOE
simply changed the rules. The waste
would be stored in man-made canisters
for 10,000 years. Then it was discovered
that those canisters would quickly cor-
rode, so they added titanium drip
shields. Even with all of these man-
made barriers, there still had to be ger-
rymandering groundwater regulations
to set up contamination zones.

We have deviated so far from the
original intent of the proposal. We
have allowed the DOE and the EPA to
set standards that endanger the envi-
ronment and human health. Yet no one
seems to be willing to pull the plug on
this foolhardy idea.

This Nation has a serious waste prob-
lem. Every year our reactors create
2,000 tons of toxic nuclear waste. The
only method of disposal this country
has ever seriously studied is shipping
the waste across the country and
dumping it 90 miles outside of my
hometown of Las Vegas, the fastest
growing city in the country.

But there are major problems with
this plan. A central repository would
not mean, let me emphasize, not mean
that reactor sites around the country
would be cleaned out. That is a myth.
According to the government’s ship-
ping plans, in the year 2036, when
Yucca Mountain is filled to capacity,
there would still be 44,000 tons of nu-
clear waste stored at the reactor sites.
That means that after 38 years of ship-
ping high level waste through our cit-
ies and our towns, we will have reduced
on-site storage of nuclear waste by a
mere 4 percent. Why would we want to
risk shipping nuclear waste across 43
States for 38 years if it makes no dif-
ference in the amount of waste stored
on-site throughout the country?

There are also very serious scientific
concerns with the proposed dump.
Yucca Mountain is located in an earth-
quake and volcanic eruption zone.
Studies have shown that groundwater
can travel through fissures in the
mountain in a very short time frame,
dissolve the waste and contaminate
groundwater supplies, releasing deadly
toxins into the environment of the
Southwest. Recently an independent
investigation by the General Account-
ing Office found that there were 293 un-
resolved scientific questions that the
government had failed to address, and
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board expressed limited confidence in
the DOE’s work, calling it ‘‘weak to
moderate.’’

Would any of us get on an airplane if
the FAA said it had only limited con-

fidence in the pilot’s ability to take off
and land? Would any of us drive across
a bridge if its structure was described
as weak to moderate? Would any of us
take medication if the FDA said there
were still 293 unresolved questions
about its safety? The answer is obvi-
ous. The answer is no. Yet with Yucca
Mountain, that is exactly what we are
going to do. The nerve of this adminis-
tration to pretend that this decision is
based on sound science.

If Congress approves this project, as
many as 108,000 shipments of nuclear
waste will travel through 43 States en
route to Yucca Mountain. The govern-
ment’s own statistical models show
that we can expect between 50 and 300
accidents involving nuclear waste. Peo-
ple make mistakes. Accidents happen.
But an accident involving nuclear
waste would be catastrophic, exposing
whole communities to radiation and
destroying the environment for thou-
sands of years. The cost of evacuation
and remediation would be astronomic,
not to mention the unspeakable cost of
human suffering.

An even more devastating scenario
would be a terrorist attack. We already
know that al Qaeda and other terrorist
groups are looking for the material to
go in a dirty bomb. These waste trans-
ports are exactly the type of target
rich environment they are looking for.
In the wake of 9/11, we cannot afford to
be naive and believe that we are safe
from people who would give up their
own lives to end ours.

Yucca Mountain will do nothing to
fix the nuclear waste problem in our
country. It will greatly exacerbate our
vulnerabilities to terrorist attacks.
With every truck, rail and barge ship-
ment, our homeland security becomes
more and more difficult to defend. The
Yucca Mountain project will put us all
at risk by transporting ‘‘mobile
Chernobyls’’ through our communities,
small towns and cities. If we cannot
move the waste safely, then we should
not be moving it at all.

Many of my colleagues ask if there is
an alternative. The PECO utility in
Philadelphia has reached an agreement
with the government in which the De-
partment of Energy will take title to
the waste, allowing the government to
protect it in reinforced secure facilities
without moving it around the country,
and at the same time allowing the util-
ity to lower its tax payments and its
bottom line.

In the long term, our country needs
to invest its resources into emerging
technologies seeking solutions to re-
duce volume, toxicity and half-life of
nuclear waste. We also need to develop
alternative renewable energy sources
to relieve our dependence on foreign oil
and nuclear power.

Almost 50 years ago, the Department
of Energy came to Nevada and asked us
to bear the brunt of atomic testing.
They assured Nevada test site workers
and other citizens in my State that
sound science demonstrated these tests
were not harmful. Many of these work-

ers are now dead, their families dev-
astated, and this government can never
clean up that legacy. Now the Depart-
ment of Energy is coming to Nevada
yet again and asking us to put trust in
them like they did our parents and our
grandparents. Well, this Congress-
woman and mother of two is going to
stand up to the Federal Government
and say, no, I will not let my children
become the cancerous legacy of the
DOE’s disingenuous promise of safety
and sound science.

I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’’ on this
resolution. It is a bad one. It is a bad
one for our families. It is a bad one for
our country.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS), a
distinguished member of our com-
mittee and a lieutenant colonel of the
Army Reserves.

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this joint resolu-
tion. I am also proud to be an original
cosponsor of this legislation. The vote
that Congress will be taking today says
that after 20 years of exhaustive sci-
entific analysis the government is
ready to designate Yucca Mountain—a
barren, windswept desert ridge 90 miles
northwest of Las Vegas—a safe site and
move to the licensing phase for the de-
velopment of an underground disposal
facility. The industry, environmental,
labor, consumer and business groups
have applauded the President and Sec-
retary Abraham for making this deci-
sion on sound science.

The administration is acting respon-
sibly to fulfill the Federal Govern-
ment’s longstanding obligation to the
American people to safely isolate and
dispose of used nuclear fuel and defense
waste. Now Congress must act to af-
firm President Bush’s decision and ad-
vance the Nation’s energy, economic
and environmental security.

There has been and will be a lot of
discussion today on transporting of nu-
clear waste. Numerous Members have
come before this body and have ex-
pressed concerns about the safety of
transporting spent nuclear fuel. The
truth is their concerns are misguided.
You cannot argue with the fact that al-
most 3,000 safe shipments of used nu-
clear fuel have taken place without
any release of radioactive material.
That is right. On some 3,000 occasions,
used fuel has traveled by truck or rail
across the country, including almost
500 in my home State of Illinois. The
reason you probably have not heard
about this is because not one of these
shipments has threatened the environ-
ment or public safety.

States like Illinois, which currently
has 11 nuclear reactors and gets almost
half of our electricity from nuclear
power, have gone to great lengths to
set up a system that will ensure safe
transportation of nuclear waste
through the State and across State
lines.
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They inspect the trucks and trains;
they inspect the roads, the rail lines.
They have set up emergency response
systems with local governments. They
coordinate all routes with the Federal
Government; and most of all, they en-
sure that the citizens of Illinois remain
safe.

Transporting spent nuclear material
is safe. It has been proven to be safe,
and there is no reason to doubt that it
will remain safe.

The State of Nevada has a tremen-
dous nuclear legacy, as identified by
this recently approved Nevada State li-
cense plate. The State of Nevada can
again fulfill their nuclear legacy and
continue to aid this Nation and our
citizens by safely storing high-level nu-
clear waste for our country. I ask all of
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the
transportation of this waste will re-
quire over 96,000 truck shipments over
4 decades. Almost every major east-
west interstate highway and mainland
railroad in the country will experience
high-level waste shipments. More high-
ly-radioactive waste will be shipped in
the first full year of repository oper-
ations than has been transported in the
entire 5-decade history of spent fuel
shipments in the United States.

The Department of Energy proposes
to directly impact 44 States and many
of the major metropolitan areas in the
Nation. At least 109 cities with popu-
lations exceeding 100,000, including my
constituents in Cleveland, Ohio, will be
subjected to repeated shipments with
minimal safeguards. Highway ship-
ments alone will impact at least 703
counties with a combined population of
123 million people. Nationally, 11 mil-
lion people reside within one-half mile
of a truck or rail route.

This never-before-attempted radio-
active materials transportation effort
will bring with it many risks, including
potentially serious economic damage
and property value losses in cities and
communities along shipping routes.
The poorly tested transportation casks
may be vulnerable to highway acci-
dents and security breaches.

Because of a lack of rail facilities to
several reactors, the Department of
Energy will use barge shipments to
move this waste to a port capable of
transferring the 120-ton cask to a train.
Some of these shipments will occur on
the Great Lakes, the world’s largest
source of fresh water. Over 35 million
people living in the Great Lakes basin
use it for drinking water.

The Federal Government must radi-
cally improve the safety and security
of these shipments, and that is the pur-
pose of the Nuclear Waste Transpor-
tation Protection Amendments Act of
2002 which I have introduced.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation would,
one, require comprehensive nuclear

waste transportation safety programs;
two, protect populated communities;
three, establish that the oldest fuel
first should be shipped; four, require
full-scale cask testing; five, require
State and local route consultations;
six, private carrier prohibitions; seven,
advanced notification; and, eight, safe-
ty precautions.

Vote against this legislation.
Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Let me begin by recognizing the out-

standing efforts the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN), our committee
chairman; the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), our ranking mem-
ber; the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON), our subcommittee chairman;
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BOUCHER), our ranking subcommittee
member. They have done an excellent
job on a very important piece of legis-
lation.

As an original cosponsor, I rise to
wholeheartedly support this legisla-
tion. As we discuss energy self-suffi-
ciency and national security, we must
keep in mind that nuclear energy is an
important part of a balanced energy
portfolio. This Nation has 103 reactors
that have a unique ability to power
economic growth without polluting our
air. This is the only expandable, large-
scale electricity source that avoids
emissions. Nuclear power is reliable
and affordable, with production costs
lower than coal and natural gas plants.

Today, nuclear energy produces 20
percent of our electricity and is essen-
tial to our national security. However,
it is important to recognize that there
must be permanent disposal of nuclear
waste. This is a reality which must be
addressed and which we are trying to
deal with here today.

Electricity consumers under the Na-
tional Nuclear Waste Policy Act have
committed $18 billion since 1983 to pay
for the disposal and storage of nuclear
waste. The Federal Government has
spent $7 billion in this same period to
study Yucca Mountain, and we are
right now overdue in fulfilling our
commitment to electricity consumers.
In my own State of Maryland, con-
sumers have paid $237 million into the
Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund since
1983. We in the State of Maryland are
expecting the Federal Government to
reach a conclusion. I believe the rest of
the country feels the same.

Yucca Mountain is a safe site for all
Americans. Currently, spent nuclear
fuel and high-level radioactive waste is
temporarily stored in 131 above-ground
facilities in 39 States. Mr. Speaker, 161
million Americans live within 75 miles
of these sites. One central site provides
more protection for this material than
do the existing 131 sites. After 20 years
of research, billions of dollars of care-
fully planned and reviewed scientific
field work, the Department of Energy
has concluded that the repository at
Yucca Mountain brings together the lo-
cation, the natural barriers, and the
design elements most likely to protect

the health and safety of the public, in-
cluding those Americans living in the
immediate vicinity.

Used nuclear fuel storage in current
power plants is safe, but nuclear power
plants are not designed for long-term
disposal. Permanent disposal, perma-
nent long-term disposal will be man-
aged by the Federal Government under
this bill. The fuel will be stored 1,000
feet underground where it will be more
secure.

Now, many people today have talked
about transportation issues. We have
empirical experience. After 45 years of
experience and 3,000 shipments of used
nuclear fuel by rail and by truck, no
radiation releases, no fatalities, inju-
ries or environmental damage have oc-
curred because of the radioactivity of
the cargo. The Department of Energy
will coordinate transportation routes
with local and State officials so local
communities will not be excluded from
this process. When operational, there
will only be one or two shipments per
day.

This is the reality. This is the chal-
lenge that Congress has been asked to
address. With 20 percent of our elec-
tricity produced by nuclear power
plants, how do we dispose of it? We
have studied it for 20 years. The Amer-
ican taxpayers have paid billions of
dollars to have it disposed of. We have
a site and we have sound science. I urge
us to pass this resolution and dispose
of nuclear waste.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. RIVERS).

(Ms. RIVERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
opposition to this proposal. Under this
particular plan, over 100,000 train,
truck, and barge shipments, each car-
rying deadly, high-level nuclear waste,
would have to go through 45 States,
over 300 congressional districts, and
hundreds of cities and towns; and 77,000
tons of nuclear waste would have to be
relocated, which would require up to
108,000, 108,000 truck, rail, and barge
shipments over 38 years.

Based on the Department of Energy
estimates, a nuclear waste shipment
would have to leave a site somewhere
in the United States every 4 hours for
24 years. Three thousand barge ship-
ments may be necessary, including
shipments on the world’s largest fresh
water source, the Great Lakes, which
surround my beautiful State, to reach
this plant.

So far, over 16 million Americans
would be projected to live within a half
mile of proposed nuclear transpor-
tation routes. The shipping containers
now available cannot resist explosives
or fires associated with truck and rail
accidents.

Proponents speak with a confidence
belied by actual experience. The entire
history of nuclear shipments to date
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comprised less than 1 percent of the
total to be shipped to Yucca Mountain.
This waste is so radioactive that direct
exposure quickly causes death and even
a minute particle ingested or inhaled
will cause cancer.

We will hear from other speakers
that legitimate doubts exist as to the
safety of the proposed site and that
even if approved, the Yucca Mountain
solution does not come close to solving
the Nation’s nuclear waste problem.
After 30 to 40 years of continuous ship-
ping of nuclear waste through our cit-
ies and towns, so much more waste will
have been produced, but there will be
hardly a dent in today’s problem.

Additionally, the cost of the Yucca
Mountain project is spiraling out of
control. A few years ago, the Energy
Department said it would cost hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. Now they
say it is $56 billion. Independent esti-
mates of the costs soar into the hun-
dreds of billions, some up to $309 bil-
lion. The nuclear waste trust fund has
only $11 billion in it. Where is the
money going to come from? More
taxes? Social Security? How will we
pay the cost of this proposal?

Taxpayers should not end up footing
the bill for the power industry’s spent
fuel. ‘‘No’’ is the right vote.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 6 minutes.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
before I begin my prepared remarks, I
want to apologize to the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS). In the mo-
tion on the point of order, I was trying
to be humorous and if I offended the
gentleman in any way, I am prepared
to ask that my own words be taken
down, because the last thing in the
world I want this body or the country
to feel is that I do not have the utmost
and total respect for the gentleman
from Nevada and the fine work that he
has done on behalf of his constituents.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Nevada.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity. Certainly I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s remarks and his words are
very serious to me. I want the gen-
tleman to know that we take this de-
bate very seriously. I appreciate the
gentleman’s concern and his remarks,
and certainly no offense was taken.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we are here today to move a resolution
that would move forward the process
that would ultimately result in a site
being selected to store high-level nu-
clear waste that has been generated
primarily by our civilian nuclear reac-
tors in this country. Those reactors
have been generating electricity for
the American people for the last ap-
proximately 40 years. Today, 20 percent
of our Nation’s electricity is generated
by nuclear power generators. At the

time those power plants were put into
operation, there was not a plan on
where to store the high-level nuclear
waste, because at that time it was as-
sumed that the Congress and the indus-
try and the various advocacy and
stakeholder groups would mutually
agree on a plan and a site, or sites.
That has not happened for a number of
reasons.

Nuclear power has become very con-
troversial. The issue of where to store
the waste has been used as a surrogate
on whether one was for or against nu-
clear power, which brings us to today.
In 1987, we passed a series of amend-
ments in an appropriations bill that
said we are going to store this waste at
Yucca Mountain in Nevada. Since that
time, we have spent approximately $7
billion trying to determine whether, in
fact, that was a wise decision. There
have been hundreds of thousands of
studies, hundreds of thousands of man-
hours spent conducting studies, costing
hundreds of millions of dollars, to de-
termine whether it is safe to store the
high-level nuclear waste out at Yucca
Mountain.

The Department of Energy submitted
a recommendation to the President;
the recommendation to the President
said that they think it is safe. The out-
side policy review board that has the
watchdog opportunity has said that
that recommendation is weak to mod-
erate, but the technical issues that are
outstanding can be resolved in the next
several years.

So this resolution simply says the
Governor’s objection to that decision,
the Governor of Nevada, the State in
which the repository would be located,
not withstanding that the Congress
goes on record telling the Department
of Energy that it can go ahead and go
forward with the licensing application
process to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

Now, I would point out that there is
nothing absolutely certain in life ex-
cept death. We are all going to die. In
the interim, we want to make our lives
as positive and as constructive as pos-
sible; and in the modern era we want
energy sources that are safe and effi-
cient and reliable to make our lives as
constructive as possible. Those that op-
pose the repository at Yucca Mountain
because it is not 100 percent certain
that over the next 400,000 years there is
absolutely no way that something
wrong can go wrong are asking for the
impossible.
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I cannot guarantee that when I walk
out of this Chamber to go back to my
office, if I cross the street, that a car
will not hit me. I do not think it will,
but I cannot guarantee that I will not
have some sort of an accident just
walking from here back to the Rayburn
Office Building. The probabilities are
that I will not.

If we look at all the scientific evi-
dence that has been prepared on Yucca
Mountain, it shows that to the degree

that men and women can provide cer-
tainty, we are certain that for the next
10,000 years the repository at Yucca
Mountain will be safe.

So I would ask when it comes time to
have this vote that we vote to send this
resolution to the other body and we say
that we believe that we need to make a
decision to have a repository, and that
repository should be at Yucca Moun-
tain. Then we will work together in a
bipartisan fashion to guarantee the
transportation issues, to guarantee the
safety and scientific issues so that the
repository can be built and maintained
in a safe and effective fashion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
to admit, the first time I heard about
the concept of placing this waste at
Yucca Mountain a few years ago, I
thought it was a very good idea. I
thought so for one reason: Nevada is
not Texas. I think that is the main rea-
son why so many people approve of the
Yucca Mountain site today, because
Nevada is not South Carolina, it is not
Maine, and it is not California.

But as one of my neighbors, Molly
Ivins, pointed out recently in a col-
umn, ‘‘putting the nuclear waste in
Yucca Mountain is Nevada’s problem.
Getting it there is ours.’’ These trans-
portation routes will affect not just
Nevada, but families in most every
State in the country.

Indeed, one of the routes the Energy
Department had on its list until re-
cently, consistent with some of the
comments that we do not need to
worry about transportation, was within
sight of the United States Capitol.
They were proposing to run this nu-
clear waste through Washington.

To the gentleman who came and said
that we have never had a problem haul-
ing nuclear waste, I submit that his
statement is about as persuasive as
someone who stood on this floor last
year and said an airplane has never
been used as a bomb. Things are dif-
ferent after September 11, and are we
increasing the risk to the American
people, increasing the exposure, by
having these ‘‘mobile Chernobyls’’
crossing the country back and forth,
affecting millions and millions of
United States citizens. Or would we be
better off looking for alternatives to
nuclear power and looking for long-
term alternatives to Yucca Mountain?

The truth of the matter is that if we
really recognize how long this waste is
going to be dangerous, the NIMBY ap-
proach, not in my backyard, one needs
to recognize that Nevada is in the
backyard of everyone in this country.
It cannot be isolated from everyone
else.

The other big issue is not just the
length of the time, the question is
whether we want to have an incentive
for more and more of this waste to be
generated. They say, ‘‘If you build it
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they will come.’’ But this isn’t a ‘‘Field
of Dreams,’’ it is a ‘‘mountain of night-
mares.’’ If this facility is established,
there will be more and more nuclear
waste generated.

Finally, I have to say that I particu-
larly want to applaud the leadership of
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY). She has been unceasing in
bringing to our attention all of the im-
plications of this very serious mistake
that has been proposed.

I know there is some bipartisan sup-
port for it, but it is troubling that a
Republican President and a House Re-
publican leadership would so aggres-
sively promote this unfortunate resolu-
tion, and that we would be told by Re-
publican leaders during debate that
this is ‘‘Nevada’s legacy.’’ It is a legacy
we will all be stuck with if this meas-
ure is approved.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, few
issues could be more important to the
future security of the United States
than passage of House Joint Resolution
87. For over two decades, scientists
have subjected the suitability of Yucca
Mountain to intense scrutiny, at a cost
of more than $7 billion. It has been con-
cluded that radioactive material can be
safely stored deep underground in this
area.

Today, this material is located at 131
different sites around the country in
temporary above-ground storage. As a
result, almost 162 million people live
within 75 miles of one of these tem-
porary storage facilities. Consolidating
this material in one safe, secure under-
ground location is the rational answer
to the waste disposal question.

Furthermore, by moving excess
waste from commercial and decommis-
sioned plants, we will remove 131 tar-
gets from a potential terrorist attack.

Some would make an issue of trans-
portation. The Department of Trans-
portation, in conjunction with the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, has en-
sured that many precautions are taken
when transporting nuclear materials
relating to routing, security, tracking
of progress via satellite on a 24-hour
basis, and coordination with State offi-
cials. To date, we have transported
more than 2,700 shipments of spent nu-
clear fuel over the last 30 years, trav-
eling over 1.6 million miles without
any harmful release of radiation.

Preliminary route selection and de-
tailed planning will begin at least 5
years before the first shipment takes
place.

Nothing is perfect, but I would say,
as a rural electric cooperative man-
ager, I worked to promote alternative
energy sources 9 years before coming
to Congress. Our membership thought
it important to invest in alternative
energy sources such as nuclear as a
means to balance our energy budget.
This was in 1970.

The 103 operating nuclear power
plants in the United States are pro-
viding 20 percent of the Nation’s elec-
tricity. In fact, nuclear power supplies
10 percent of the electricity generated
in Texas, including that produced by
TXU’s Comanche Peak plant in my dis-
trict.

Please join me in supporting the Fed-
eral Government’s commitment to
safely store nuclear fuel by voting for
House Joint Resolution 87.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON),
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Telecommunications and the Internet
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I, too, would like to compliment my
friends and colleagues, the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY). They have been good adver-
saries on this issue from the start.

Let me read the President’s signing
statement when he signed the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act:

‘‘The Nuclear Waste Policy Act
which I am signing today provides the
long overdue assurance that we now
have a safe and effective solution to
the nuclear waste problem. It allows
the Federal Government to fulfill its
responsibilities concerning nuclear
waste in a timely and responsible man-
ner.’’ The President was Ronald
Reagan. The date was January 7, 1983,
nearly 20 years ago.

The other side, the opponents of this
legislation, say that we have not had
enough study. We have not spent
enough money. Well, we have spent
nearly $15 billion getting this site
ready, decades in time.

Where is this site, Yucca Mountain?
Well, it is on Federal land. It is close,
if not contiguous, to where we have
done nuclear testing for decades. It will
never be a vacation spot.

Many of the detractors that have
spoken today and will speak have al-
ways been against nuclear power,
which, by the way, provides nearly 20
percent of our Nation’s power. Mr.
Speaker, I do not know where the gen-
tleman was when the nuclear power de-
cision was made. I do know where I
was, elementary school, a long, long
time ago.

When the decision was made, the
Federal Government said it would take
care of the long-term safety and stor-
age of high-level nuclear waste. This
was confirmed by the courts.

For my district we have two nuclear
plants, both on the shores of Lake
Michigan. These two are among 103
throughout the country. Every single
one of these facilities is an environ-
mentally sensitive area. Many have
run out of room for the storage of high-
level nuclear waste. I have seen the
lead-lined cement silos in the dunes of
Lake Michigan. Yes, they are safe for
now, but I do not know that they are

safe for 1,000 years, let alone 10,000
years, as will be certified in Nevada be-
fore it will accept nuclear waste, still
more than a decade away.

The process for safe storage started
nearly 40 years ago. We need to finish
the job today. Safe storage and safe
transportation of high-level nuclear
waste in one safe place is essential,
particularly with the events of 9/11. We
have shipped more than 1,700 shipments
of high-level nuclear waste more than 1
million miles across this country with-
out a single release of radioactivity.

I know that that track record can
continue. I would urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation and
send it to the other body.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
could I ask how much time remains
controlled by the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN)?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Twenty-four and one-half
minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. Would it be possible,
Mr. Speaker, for us to get a review of
the time that each of us has at this
point?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) has 421⁄2 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. And the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. WYNN)?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 91⁄2 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. I think it would be ap-
propriate, if the gentleman would not
mind, for me to recognize a few of our
Members right now so that the time
would come down.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Did the
Speaker say that the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) had 421⁄2
minutes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
what the Chair was advised. That is
correct.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. When the
total time was only 40 minutes, how
does he get 421⁄2 minutes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No, the
time controlled originally was 1 hour
on each side, 2 hours total between pro-
ponents and opponents.

There is 241⁄2 minutes remaining for
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON), 421⁄2 minutes for the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), and
91⁄2 minutes for the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. MARKEY. If I may at this point,
there was an hour divided evenly be-
tween opponents and proponents, and
generously, the majority has relin-
quished 20 of its 60 minutes to the mi-
nority that shares the same views in
support of Yucca Mountain.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON)
object to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts’ suggestion to have two or
three speakers in sequence due to the
imbalance?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am sorry, I
did not know that he had a pending re-
quest. What was the request?
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Mr. MARKEY. The request was that I

be allowed to recognize——
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would gener-

ously allow the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts be allowed to recognize two or
three of his speakers in sequence.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. MATHESON).

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, I am
from the West. This is not the first
time the West has been asked to shoul-
der the nuclear burden of our country.
Dozens of atom bombs were detonated
at the Nevada test site between 1951
and 1963. The West was chosen because
as long as the winds were blowing east,
the fallout avoided big cities and trav-
eled over sparsely populated Nevada
and Utah towns.

I remember my father telling me how
people in southern Utah would watch
the sky light up, and how southern
Utahans supported the program be-
cause they were strong patriots who
believed in their country and they
trusted their government.

In the 1970s, my father, then the Gov-
ernor of Utah, was puzzled over an
alarming number of cancer deaths
among our family and friends in south-
ern Utah. Over and over he read ‘‘can-
cer’’ on death certificates of family
members, more than 50 aunts, uncles,
and cousins.

The Federal Government told us we
were safe, but the Federal Government
knew we were at risk. On October 7,
1990, my father died at age 61 from a
cancer called multiple myeloma. Thou-
sands of citizens throughout the West
continue to get sick and die from radi-
ation exposure-caused illnesses.

We saw a picture of a license plate
talking about the nuclear legacy of Ne-
vada. That is a legacy of which we
should be ashamed.

Why are we moving this waste at this
time? We are not running out of stor-
age space at existing sites, and in the
coming years, technological advance-
ments in reprocessing and recycling
may very well take care of much of the
waste.

That brings us to the real fallacy of
this entire exercise. If Members think a
vote for Yucca Mountain gets rid of the
waste in Members’ backyards, they are
wrong. As long as power plants are op-
erating, new waste will need to stay
put on-site for up to 10 years to cool
down before it can be shipped.

I can tell the Members as son of a
downwinder and a Congressman who
represents thousands of sick, dying,
and widowed victims of our nuclear
testing that the Federal record on this
issue has been appalling. Our Nation is
one of shared responsibility. By oppos-
ing the transcontinental shipment of
nuclear waste, we take care of all those
millions of people who live along the
roads and tracks to Yucca Mountain.
We protect their future from what is an
unfortunate legacy of my own State.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for his kindness in
yielding me time.

I think the very passionate words of
our good friend, the gentleman from
Utah, should really speak to the con-
cerns that we bring to the floor of the
House today.

Let me acknowledge the leadership
of the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
Berkeley) for the passion that she has
given to this issue. But I really think
that we are here today to begin a dis-
cussion on whether or not nuclear en-
ergy should be at the forefront of the
policies of the United States of Amer-
ica, whether or not we need to begin
looking at conservation and other
issues, because let me tell the Members
what is bad about this particular pro-
posal: It is bad science.

As a member of the Committee on
Science, let me tell the Members that
we are not complying with the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act passed by this Con-
gress 20 years ago. We are not adhering
to good science.

Just recently, the General Account-
ing Office found 293 defects in the re-
search and advised the Bush adminis-
tration to hold off on passing this reso-
lution until 2006. If my math serves me
right, I believe we are in 2002. This is
the concern that those of us who live in
communities who have nuclear waste
and have nuclear power plants have.

I would imagine those individuals are
now looking at the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) on the floor
of the House and asking, why are you
speaking against your own neighbor-
hood?

b 1345
I am speaking for America and what

is going to happen to the thousands of
neighborhoods and schools which this
waste will be traveling by and endan-
gering the lives of those who are seek-
ing only to live in this country with a
great quality of life. My friend from
Utah (Mr. MATHESON) said it all. People
are dying of cancer. People are dying
because they have been exposed to ra-
diation with no good science.

Let us not make the same mistakes.
Let us implement a process of good
science. Let us wait until 2006. Let us
get rid of 293 defects. Let us not have
the children of America looking out-
side their window, and rather than say-
ing hello to the choo-choo train, they
are looking at a deadly disaster that
may happen in their neighborhoods.

I do not mind standing up with the
few and the brave, recognizing that
someone has to speak out. We have to
change our attitude, and I would say
we have to reject $40 million in lob-
bying for the Yucca Mountain. I oppose
H.J. Res. 87 and I ask my colleagues to
do so.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA).

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
opposition to H.J. Res. 87. We need a
coherent national strategy dealing
with nuclear waste, but this decision is
about local control. It is inappropriate
for us to be micromanaging Nevada on
something that is so important. We
should allow the governor to do his job.
He has decided that the Yucca Moun-
tain proposal is too dangerous to pur-
sue any further and we should not in-
tervene in what is a State and local de-
cision.

I am also concerned about the issue,
not just about the Members of Con-
gress, but as neighbors of hundreds of
thousands of people who could be
harmed by the transportation of this
through an accident that could occur.
The Department of Energy may be way
too tightlipped about the transpor-
tation routes that waste would travel
across the country on its way to Yucca
Mountain, but two things are certain.
One, a very large percentage of the
waste would travel through my dis-
trict, the Inland Empire. Two, acci-
dents will happen while transporting
the spent nuclear fuel.

If you look at the map, virtually all
the rails and routes would be used
through San Bernardino County, Cali-
fornia, my home. Half of the country
saw Spiderman this weekend. Well, we
are in the center of a nuclear transpor-
tation web. The thought of it makes
me angry. The thought of it scares me,
and it should scare my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle from the Inland
Empire. I call on all the Members from
Inland Empire and Southern California
to come together and oppose Yucca
Mountain.

Why should our constituents be
forced to face so much more of a risk of
danger and other activities that may
affect them?

Even the most conservative Energy
Department studies say that many ac-
cidents will occur and it is more likely
it will occur in transportation hubs
like my district where we had recently
a derailment of a train that caused a
lot of the homes in the areas to start
burning in the immediate area.

With this proposal, we will create
thousands of moving targets for terror-
ists. We know what happened on Sep-
tember 11 with the airplanes crashing
in the World Trade Center. Terrorists
would not need a dirty bomb because
we will have thousands of them crawl-
ing across the Nation just waiting for a
fuse to ignite them, killing hundreds
and thousands of people.

People are already living in fear. We
do not need to put additional people in
fear. I ask all Members to oppose this
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize one additional
speaker of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and then will go
back to the rotation.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).
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(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
feel a little like Yogi Berra when he
said, ‘‘This is deja vu all over again.’’

I was in the State of Washington in
1980 when we had exactly this, they
were going to put all this in Hanford.
We had a governor who said, bring it
all in. Bring it all in. Dixie Lee Ray.
And we got an initiative. We have col-
lected the signatures and 75 percent of
the people in the State voted no, we do
not want to accept all the waste from
the country. And she was defeated. I
knocked her out in the primary of that
election.

Now, what you are looking at is this
old business about NIMBY. It is not in
my back yard. Throw it over the fence.
Well, you cannot throw nuclear waste
over the fence. And if you try, you will
be putting it in trucks and railroads all
over this country. And if you did not
see what happened in Baltimore just a
couple weeks ago where they had a
train wreck in that tunnel and two
Amtrak train wrecks in the last
month, think about what happens in
your neighborhoods if that happens.

Now, all Members who are voting yes
are thinking thank God it is not going
to be in my neighborhood. But the fact
is it is going to be in your neighbor-
hood. It is going to be on the roads. It
is going to be on the trains. It is going
to be going past schools and hospitals.
And when that issue comes to you, as
it did in the State of Washington, sud-
denly all of the county sheriffs are say-
ing, we do not know what we are going
to do with all these trucks coming by
and we do not know if there is a fire.
We will need more money.

You will wind up giving yourself one
headache because this is being rushed
through for one reason: The President
has got the September 11 flag and he is
waving it around and wrapping himself
in it and saying, We got to have nu-
clear power, and if we do not get rid of
the nuclear waste, we cannot have nu-
clear power. So he sees his chance. He
wants to ram this through in spite of
the fact that the GAO says there are
293 problems. How can you go home
and defend to your people that you just
ignored those problems? Vote no.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard a lot of misunderstanding today.
I have heard a lot of Members making
some rather terrifying speeches. I have
heard a lot of important statements,
and some of them have been factual. I
would ask that you listen to me be-
cause I want to tell you what is going
on.

First of all, this is not about putting
nuclear waste anywhere.

Second of all, it is not about moving
nuclear waste anywhere or moving it
down any particular road. It is just
about a step in a process to move for-
ward to decide ultimately where and
how we are going to put all this nu-
clear waste.

Are there problems with it at this
stage? Of course. Somebody said 293.
There may be that. There may be
more. But we spent $7 billion to char-
acterize Yucca Mountain as a site.
Nothing is going to happen when we
pass this bill except that about 2 years
down the road the NRC is going to
commence a licensing process to li-
cense a permanent storage repository
to receive the nuclear waste. That will
be an open process. Everybody will be
permitted to have their say. Members
of Congress here who are complaining,
all of their constituents, any industry,
you name it, can all have their say in
that process. It is going to be a thor-
oughly open process.

Now, there are going to be environ-
mental problems whatever course we
take. We can leave this nuclear waste
where it is. It is in pools. It is in neigh-
borhoods in your districts and mine.
We can leave it there, and it is going to
create a lot of nuclear problems. We
can set up some other alternatives
such as dry cask storage, and that is
going to make nuclear problems, and
they are going to remain in your neigh-
borhoods and in my neighborhood.

Now, I am not an advocate of putting
this anywhere. I am not an advocate of
putting it in Yucca Mountain or not
putting it in Yucca Mountain. I am
simply an advocate of this Congress
functioning responsibly, to come to a
decision on a major problem which we
have, a major energy problem, a major
environmental problem, a major land
use problem, a major concern to the
people of this country. We are pro-
ducing nuclear waste at nuclear power
plants and we are producing it in con-
nection with our defense activities.
That nuclear waste is going to go
somewhere. Right now it is scattered
around the country in all kinds of
places, and it is a hazard to your con-
stituents and mine.

We have got to have some resolution
to this problem of nuclear waste stor-
age, and it has got to be reasonable, in-
telligent, and we have got to come to
the best solution we can.

I mentioned we have already spent $7
billion to characterize this site, and we
will have to spend a lot more. I do not
know what the licensing process is
going to cost, but it is going to be plen-
ty. As I mentioned, it is going to be
open. Ultimately, we have to address
the problem.

Whatever we do is going to create en-
vironmental difficulties. It will be the
responsibility of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce and of this Con-
gress and of NRC, of the executive de-
partment of government, of EPA and
all of the other agencies, to see that
the process is conducted in a way
which is safe, which creates a min-

imum of hazard, to see that the trans-
portation is done as safely as it can be
done with as little risk as possible to
the community and the people through
which it passes.

It will also be our responsibility to
see to it that all of the questions which
remain to be answered are answered.
That will be a part of the licensing
process, which is going to go on for
something like 4 to 6 years after we
conclude this. The probabilities are
that the decision will not be made
until some time around 2010 or perhaps
even later.

I think it makes good sense that this
body should exercise ordinary responsi-
bility. We have a duty to the people to
resolve this question. We are setting
about taking another step towards the
conclusion of an open process to arrive
at a decision, followed by the licensing
process which will take place at NRC
and, as I mentioned, that will be fully
open. EPA will be participating in
that. Every other citizen who has a
concern will.

My advice to this body is proceed. We
are simply taking a step forward. Let
us take that step forward and make the
process work in an open fashion for the
benefit of all us. Let us resolve the
question today. Vote aye.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), a member
of the committee, who is sartorially re-
splendent.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, as an original co-spon-
sor of this, I rise in very, very strong
support of this resolution. The selec-
tion of Yucca Mountain as a permanent
nuclear waste repository is probably
one of the most important questions
that can face this Congress and for
years to come. As we all know, and it
has been said over and over again, over
45,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel
are currently scattered across the
country in some 70-plus sites across
our Nation. Clearly, clearly, it is in the
American public’s best interest to con-
struct one permanent, highly secured
repository for this waste. And, hope-
fully, one day a lot less of the waste as
we get our mixed oxide fuel plants
built and we can reduce the volume of
this waste, which is where I hope we
are going.

Twenty years ago the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act set a policy in motion.
Twenty years ago. The DOE has now
spent over $6.7 billion on characteriza-
tion and development activities at
Yucca Mountain. Now, part of this de-
bate really ought to be why in the
world has it taken 20 years to solve
this problem after spending $7 billion,
not to speak of the millions of dollars
that ratepayers have spent?

Having been to Yucca Mountain, I be-
lieve the dollars spent have yielded
credible research and pretty sound
science that justifies this Congress
moving to the next step. The vote
today does not lock us in forever and
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we are not committed forever to Yucca
Mountain, as the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) pointed out.
Even the Washington Post and the New
York Times actually agree with me
that now is not the time to jump ship.
Granted, that gave me some second
thoughts, but they are right. Now is
not the time to jump ship.

b 1400
The development of a permanent, se-

cure repository for spent nuclear fuel is
imperative for this country. It is im-
portant to my constituents at both the
Savannah River site and Plant Vogle,
but it is absolutely vital to the na-
tional energy policy and to our home-
land security.

I urge our Members, vote ‘‘yes’’ on
this today.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
authorizing Yucca Mountain as the
permanent site for our Nation’s nu-
clear waste at this point, and I will tell
my colleagues why. Politics are driving
this process and not science. I realize
that the proponents of this site say
that the nuclear industry and the De-
partment of Energy have already stud-
ied the issue; but frankly, it is the final
grade that matters, not how much we
study, and at this point, Yucca Moun-
tain still gets a failing grade for many
in the scientific community.

Scientists both at the GAO and else-
where have stated, we have heard that,
that there are still issues to be ad-
dressed. There are still serious issues
at the site, the seismic activity and
ground water migration. The studies
on those issues will not be completed
till 2006. That does not mean that
Yucca will never achieve a passing
grade. Maybe future studies will deter-
mine this is the best and only place for
America’s nuclear waste, but this is
supposed to be the site where we put
our Nation’s radioactive waste for the
next 10,000 years.

I do not oppose Yucca Mountain as a
potential site outright. I just do not
think that the designation is timely.
How about completing the scientific
studies first? Seems like a no-brainer
to me.

I also, frankly, have grave concerns
about transporting the waste. A few
years ago in Denver, Colorado, where I–
70, the major east-west highway, and I–
25, the major north-south highway,
intersect, a truck with a big missile on
it fell over, and I shudder to think
what would happen if a truck con-
taining radioactive waste fell over in
the Mouse Trap in Denver, Colorado,
during rush hour. I do not care how
safe people say that is.

So let us make sure that we have the
science. Let us make sure that we have
real transportation assurances and
that local governments are working
with us. Let us have that in place be-
fore we do this. It only makes sense.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on the Yucca Mountain res-
olution.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
American Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and the
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY) for their leadership roles in this
debate.

Mr. Speaker, why are we so bent on
storing nuclear waste at Yucca Moun-
tain? Is it because the U.S. has already
conducted more than 1,000 underground
nuclear bombs in the deserts of Ne-
vada? How fair is it to ask the good
people of Nevada to also be the sole
keeper of our Nation’s highly radio-
active nuclear waste? How fair is it to
transport nuclear waste across Amer-
ica’s farm lands, which are easier tar-
gets for terrorists to attack?

The fact of the matter is the largest
concentration of nuclear reactors lies
east of the Mississippi, and the risk of
transporting highly radioactive spent
fuel from these nuclear plants is a risk
this Nation just cannot afford to take.

Mr. Speaker, highly radioactive
spent fuel or nuclear waste is one of
the most toxic and dangerous sub-
stances known to mankind. For 10,000
years, highly radioactive spent fuel is
dangerous to human life. Visit the
Marshall Islands if my colleagues want
to see the residual effects of some 66
nuclear bombs that were exploded in
Micronesia. The reason why we discon-
tinued testing in the Marshalls is be-
cause we found strontium 90 in milk
products in Minnesota and Wisconsin.

Visit the islands of Moruroa and
Fangataufa in the South Pacific and
ask the French Government if after
detonating 220 nuclear bombs, that nu-
clear contamination is now leaking
into the ocean in the Pacific Ocean, de-
spite assurances from the French Gov-
ernment officials that this process is
okay and is good for 1,000 years. Give
me a break, Mr. Speaker.

I fear the good people of Nevada are
going to experience the same thing. If
the Congress approves this project, the
Department of Energy suggests there
will be as many 108,500 surface ship-
ments of nuclear waste making its way
across the heartland of America. An-
other 3,000 shipments will make their
way by barge across our waters.

Mr. Speaker, whether we spend $1 or
$100 billion to clean up our Nation’s nu-
clear waste, any amount of money can
never be equal to the life of any human
being.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today, of course, in support of H.J.
Res. 87, a bill, as all of my colleagues
know, that provides for the develop-
ment of Yucca Mountain as a perma-
nent repository.

I think, though, first a word to those
who oppose this resolution. They have
done so honorably, steadfastly, and to
be Texas plain with them, they have
done so doggedly and working and
speaking for the care of their constitu-
ents’ will. For that, I admire and re-
spect them. To paraphrase Reverend
Billy Graham, I hate sin but I love the
sinner. I hate the absence of a perma-
nent repository, but I love and respect
those who oppose this bill. I simply dif-
fer with them, and I differ with them
for these reasons:

I think, first, that it has an unparal-
leled safety record in transporting nu-
clear fuel. That is necessary. That is
first; and, second, the long open public
licensing process. More than 45 years of
experience and 3,000 successful ship-
ments of used nuclear fuel within the
United States demonstrates that this
material can be safely transported to
Yucca Mountain by rail and/or by
truck. No radiation release, no fatali-
ties, no injuries or environmental dam-
age has occurred because of the radio-
activity of the cargo.

The containers used to ship nuclear
fuel are specially designed, robust steel
containers that have undergone rig-
orous testing and can withstand ex-
treme conditions including long-last-
ing fires, high-speed crashes, even sub-
mersion in water. The maintained in-
tegrity of the containers ensures the
health and safety of the public and en-
vironment during transportation of
spent nuclear fuel.

Mr. Speaker, upon site approval, a
three step nuclear regulatory commis-
sion licensing process will test and
verify DOE’s scientific work in a high-
ly rigorous public process. The sci-
entific work will continue throughout
the licensing period and operation of
the repository so that the government
will always be governed by the most re-
cent science.

Again, I admire and respect those
who defend their constituents. I urge
my colleagues, however though, to sup-
port H.J. Res. 87. Let us move this bill
on and get it behind us.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BOUCHER) has 2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) has 30 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) has 221⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR), the vice chairman of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

(Mr. BURR of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the chairman of the
full committee for yielding me the
time.

I was struck earlier when the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
got up to speak because all of the sud-
den, after my lunch partner today who
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was our former colleague, ranking
member on the Commerce Committee,
Jim Broyhill, I began to realize that
between the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) and Mr. Broyhill and our
current chairman, they were here in
1985 when the energy policy act was, in
fact, passed; and they shepherded it
through, and it really did start the
process rolling.

For 20 years from then we are now
here today trying to make sure that a
process continues to move forward, and
I found it striking that Senator Broy-
hill looked at me and said we envi-
sioned that this would only take 10
years. Well, it has taken 20 now; and
the question, as the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) so appro-
priately raised, are we going to allow it
to go to the next step?

This is not about shipping waste to-
morrow. This is about allowing a proc-
ess to go to the next step where in the
licensing phase we may learn more. To
stand up and suggest that science has
not been applied to this project is only
to say that under the definition in
Webster’s there is one area that we
have not covered, whether it is applica-
ble or not, but every study that people
have suggested has been done on this
site.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) strongly worded across this
country today we store in our commu-
nities, in our backyards waste today,
waste that eventually we are com-
mitted, as the Federal Government and
as stewards of the trust fund with the
rate payer money, to make sure that it
has been used in a way that is effective
long term.

To my colleagues today I would urge
them, this has been studied and we will
continue to study it; but the way to
continue to study it is not to stop the
process. It is to let the process go for-
ward. It is to make sure, in fact, that
we are a little further down the road in
the licensing process as well as our un-
derstanding of the transportation chal-
lenges that we will be faced with.

I am confident that the 400 trillion
Btus that North Carolina receives in
low-cost energy from nuclear is some-
thing we have to have in the future. Do
not cut this out by making sure nu-
clear is cut out because we have no-
where to store it. I urge passage.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this bill. The envi-
ronmental questions surrounding the
Yucca Mountain site have not been
adequately answered and a decision
with a 1,000-year impact should not be
made with questions hanging.

Our Nevada colleagues and the con-
stituents they represent have spoken
about the hundreds of questions re-
garding the safety of a site which is in
their backyard. They deserve an an-
swer to these questions.

Of course, Yucca’s supporters claim
that if the licensing process indicates

that testing and environmental prob-
lems may occur, plans could be
changed or reevaluated; but we all
know this is Washington, and a project
like Yucca takes on a life of its own,
and I have grave concerns about trans-
portation plans for all this nuclear
waste.

The recent terrorist attacks raise
questions about security at nuclear
power plants and DOE facilities across
the country. In my district, local
power plant officials and the nuclear
regulatory commission spent days
issuing conflicting statements about
how vulnerable Diablo Canyon nuclear
power plant is to an attack. My con-
stituents were understandably unset-
tled by the obvious lack of coordina-
tion and planning for this facility in
their own backyard.

Against this backdrop we add the
problem of protecting shipments of
dangerous nuclear waste. This scenario
of thousands of nuclear waste-laden
trucks and barges careening across our
roads and waterways should give us all
pause. In my district, DOE wants to
load tons of nuclear waste on barges
and bring the barges through the Santa
Barbara Channel, but I question some
of the planning here. Let me cite just
one example.

The dry cask storage containers that
will carry this waste are tested to
withstand submersion in water, but I
do not believe there has been submer-
sion tests for these casks at anything
like the depths found in the Santa Bar-
bara Channel. So what happens if there
is an accident and a number of these
concrete containers end up at the bot-
tom of the channel? Will they be able
to withstand the extreme depths? Can
we retrieve them?

If the answer is no to either of these
questions, what then happens to the
fishing industry, the other ships that
use the channel? How safe does this
channel and the surrounding area then
become?

In closing, I do not believe we should
pass this bill. I do not have faith that
the studies behind Yucca are safe and
complete, and I do not have faith that
the project can be carried out safely
and effectively.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. RAHALL), the ranking
member of the Committee on Re-
sources.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) for yielding me the time.

I want to commend the leadership of
two of our colleagues from the State of
Nevada on this important issue, the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS),
a member of our Committee on Re-
sources, and the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY), who is a very val-
uable member of our Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

There are a number of reasons, Mr.
Speaker, for opposing the pending reso-
lution, but it boils down to this. There
is no rock-ribbed, iron-clad, copper-riv-

eted guarantee that the interment of
high-level nuclear waste at Yucca
Mountain would be the safest course of
action over both the near- and long-
term.

It is no secret that there is a mul-
titude of scientific questions regarding
this site, and I am sure all those ques-
tions have been gone into by previous
speakers, but the GAO report noted
that there are about 300 such questions
and concluded that this site approval is
premature.

b 1415

There is one very important reason
that I would like to mention that I do
not believe has been mentioned thus
far in this debate as an additional rea-
son for opposing the pending resolu-
tion, and that is that Yucca Mountain
is located within the aboriginal area of
the western Shoshone Indian Nation.
The mountain is sacred to them and it
holds a powerful spiritual energy for
two Indian tribes in particular.

In fact, the Ruby Valley Treaty of
1863 explicitly stated that this area be-
longed to the Shoshone. Yet in arro-
gance, and that is what it is, arro-
gance, this administration has deter-
mined that this particular sacred site
is a pretty good place to put a nuclear
waste repository. That is desecration,
plain and simple. It is desecration to
the Shoshone Indian Nation. Whether
or not my colleagues understand the
religion of these people, whether or not
my colleagues subscribe to it, know
this: Dumping nuclear waste at Yucca
Mountain is akin to dumping nuclear
waste at your own house of worship.

I urge the defeat of the pending reso-
lution.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
just tell the gentleman that that was a
beautiful statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the State of Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I also want to commend the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts for his
leadership, as well as the gentlewoman
from Nevada for really raising the very
dangerous implications of what we are
doing today, and I rise in strong oppo-
sition to H. J. Res. 87.

Now, this resolution, as we have
heard today, would send 77 tons of nu-
clear waste across our Nation’s high-
ways, through our streets, and past our
homes. Every hour of every day for the
next three decades, trucks and railcars
full of radioactive waste would be roll-
ing past. Every mile along the way
they would be exposed to the risk of
both terrorists and simple accidents.
This is very, very scary. This cannot be
the answer.

We must seek out scientifically
sound mechanisms to store and treat
existing nuclear waste and we must
shift to a safer energy technology. We
cannot keep producing nuclear waste
that we clearly cannot manage safely.
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Nuclear waste cannot continue to pro-
liferate. Transporting tons of waste to
Yucca Mountain will not eliminate the
piles of waste sitting at reactor sites
across the country. It will barely make
a dent in them for years to come. In-
stead, it will expand our risk every
mile traveled.

Finally, transportation aside, Yucca
Mountain is not the solution. With
threats of earthquakes and ground-
water contamination, it is an environ-
mental disaster waiting to happen. I
urge my colleagues to oppose this reso-
lution.

I want to again thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts and the gentle-
woman from Nevada for making sure
that we are fully aware of the implica-
tions of what we are doing today.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in opposition to
the Yucca Mountain Repository Site
Approval Act.

Our Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure just recently had a
hearing on this issue. It was clear from
the hearing there are too many uncer-
tainties, too many unresolved issues,
and the risks are too high for us to sup-
port this resolution.

This is not the first time, this is the
second time around on this issue of
transporting nuclear waste. And our
committee addressed this issue in 1982
during the consideration of the surface
transportation bill when there was an
amendment to prohibit the transpor-
tation of nuclear waste through major
urban areas. What about the folks in
the rural areas? They should be ex-
posed because people in the urban areas
should not be? We defeated the meas-
ure.

In 1987, the same group that is telling
us that Yucca Mountain is a great
place came to us in northern Min-
nesota saying it was a great place to
locate nuclear waste at the headwaters
of the Great Lakes. One-fifth of all the
fresh water on the face of the Earth,
and they wanted to deposit this most
toxic substance known to mankind
right there so we could poison one-fifth
of the water. It was the worst possible
place then, and Yucca Mountain is the
second worst possible place.

The General Accounting Office sub-
mitted to our committee a report
showing that there are 293 scientific
issues and technical questions not yet
resolved that have to be answered be-
fore the DOE could even apply for a li-
cense. This is not the time. We have
plenty of time. It will not be until 2006
before they are even ready to submit
an application. Let us defeat this now
and give it more substantive consider-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to H.J. Res.
84, the Yucca Mountain Repository Site Ap-

proval Act, which authorizes the development
of a nuclear waste depository at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada. As was made clear during a
joint hearing of the Subcommittees on Rail-
roads and Highways and Transit of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure,
there are too many uncertainties, too many
unresolved issues—and the risks are simply
too high—for me to support this resolution.

At the hearing, we heard a great deal of evi-
dence about the failures of the Yucca Moun-
tain proposal. We learned that the Department
of Energy (‘‘DOE’’), which was supposed to
study the environmental effects of transporting
nuclear waste from 131 sites around the coun-
try, included only 77 sites in its final environ-
mental impact statement for Yucca Mountain.
In other words, DOE omitted any evaluation of
54 nuclear waste sites—or 41 percent of the
nuclear waste sites it was supposed to
study—from its analysis.

In addition, the General Accounting Office
issued a report just this past December that
noted 293 outstanding scientific and technical
questions that must be resolved before DOE
can even apply for a license for the Yucca
Mountain site. Bechtel, DOE’s own contractor,
has stated that DOE would not be in a posi-
tion to submit a license application for Yucca
Mountain until 2006.

Some of the most troubling aspects of the
Yucca Mountain project are the uncertainties
surrounding the transportation of nuclear
waste across the country. The method and
routes for transporting all this spent fuel from
131 sites around the country have not yet
been determined. There are proposals; there
are ideas about how to best ship the spent nu-
clear fuel, but there is no definitive plan for its
transportation. What we do know is that this
highly toxic material will be shipped over our
Nation’s highways, railways, and waterways,
and will most likely travel through more than
40 states and the District of Columbia. And we
know that, regardless of the specific routes ul-
timately chosen, this nuclear waste will be
shipped through our communities in close
proximity to millions of people.

Yet, we are told simply to accept the fact
that by the time this fuel is ready to be
shipped, the Administration will have figured
out an acceptable plan for shipping it. Mr.
Speaker, I submit that such important issues
should be explored and decided before we
chose a nuclear waste depository—before we
agree to ship nuclear waste through out cities
and towns and across our lakes and rivers.

Proponents of the Yucca Mountain site point
to the safety record in transporting nuclear
waste over the past 35 years. But what they
don’t say is that there have been, on average,
just over 90 such shipments each year, mostly
by truck. If we were to transport the 46,000
tons of materials now being stored around the
Nation, as well as some of the additional nu-
clear waste that will be generated before the
Yucca Mountain site reaches capacity, it
would require approximately 2,800 cross-coun-
try truck movements each year for 38 years.

The Administration envisions that most of
the shipments will be by rail. But there is cur-
rently no railroad to the Yucca Mountain site.
Further, many of the nuclear sites where
waste is currently stored are not directly con-
nected to a railroad. In addition, there are no
federal regulations that govern the routing of
these shipments by rail.

Tellingly, the railroads disagree with DOE
over the safest way to ship this spent nuclear

fuel. The railroads believe that dedicated
trains are the safest way to move this mate-
rial. First, dedicated trains do not require any
switching of the railcars. Switching increases
the handling of railcars and thereby increases
the risk of an accident. Second, the disparity
between the weight in the railcars carrying the
nuclear waste and the railcars carrying other
freight in a mixed freight train may cause in-
stabilities that could lead to a derailment.
Third, dedicated trains are necessary for the
train to be equipped with electronically con-
trolled pneumatic brakes. These brakes pro-
vide greater safety through advanced braking
capabilities and an advanced communications
system that alerts the crew of the condition of
the train’s wheels.

DOE’s regulations, however, call for spent
fuel casks to be shipped in mixed general
freight trains. Unfortunately, DOE’s regulations
appear to be ‘‘market driven’’ in that mixed
freight trains are cheaper than dedicated
trains. I would submit that the safe transpor-
tation of these highly toxic materials should
take precedence over making a buck.

At the subcommittee hearing, many of my
colleagues on the Transportation Committee
voiced a great deal of concern over the possi-
bility of a train accident similar to the one in
the Baltimore rail tunnel last July that burned
for three days with temperatures rising above
1,500 degrees F. That is higher than the tem-
perature that the spent fuel casks are de-
signed to withstand. If a single rail cask with
spent nuclear fuel had been on-board that
train, it could have released enough radiation
to contaminate a 32 square mile area. It would
have cost nearly $14 billion to clean up such
a catastrophic accident if it had involved nu-
clear waste. What is shocking is that the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission (‘‘NRC’’) has not
done any tests on the stability of the casks in
a similar scenario. The tests they have done
assumed a fire burning at 1,475 degrees F for
30 minutes. We now know first-hand that fires
from such a train accident can extend far be-
yond the NRC’s assumptions.

Terrorism also poses a significant threat to
any safe transportation of spent nuclear fuel.
Whether transported by truck, rail, or barge,
these shipments will be slow moving and
could potentially be the target of a terrorist at-
tack. We simply cannot afford to short-change
the real and pressing security concerns inher-
ent with the transportation of this fuel. While
the casks are designed to withstand a great
deal of damage, some of the sophisticated
weapons available today could penetrate
them.

The subcommittee hearing brought to light a
whole host of issues surrounding the transpor-
tation of nuclear waste material that should be
addressed before we accept any plan to ship
spent nuclear fuel across the country. Unfortu-
nately, the Administration has elected to force
the issue before all these concerns can be
sufficiently addressed. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Act states that the President’s rec-
ommendation starts a process that leads ulti-
mately to the Congress having to accept or
override a veto by the Governor of the State
of Nevada. I believe we should sustain Gov-
ernor Guinn’s veto.

It may be hard to accept the consequences
of sustaining the veto, but not as hard as mak-
ing the wrong decision on this critical national
security and transportation safety issue.

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.J. Res.
84.
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Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time.
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in very strong sup-
port of H.J. Res. 87, a resolution to ap-
prove the site of Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada.

I am pleased we are finally at this
step in this long process. We know that
something must be done with the thou-
sands of tons of radioactive fuel cur-
rently sitting in spent fuel pools across
the country. Billions of dollars and
multiple studies later, we know Yucca
Mountain is the place to put it. It is
safe and suitable.

It is a simple fact that to get nuclear
waste to Yucca Mountain we are going
to have to move it, move it from many
nuclear power plants across the coun-
try. Opponents to Yucca Mountain
have spun tall tales of the dangers of
sending nuclear waste through our
hometowns on the way to Nevada. Mr.
Speaker, these arguments are nothing
but a red herring.

A wise man once said everyone was
entitled to their own opinion but that
everyone was entitled to only one set
of facts, and, Mr. Speaker, we have the
facts on our side. Let me assure my
colleagues that the transport of spent
fuel along the Nation’s highways and
railways is safe. Over the last 30 years,
as we have heard, more than 2,700 ship-
ments of spent nuclear fuel have taken
place, traveling more than 1.7 million
miles, and they have taken place with-
out a single release of radioactive ma-
terial harmful to the public or the en-
vironment.

The Federal Government takes nu-
merous precautions when transporting
nuclear materials, such as routing, se-
curity, tracking of progress, coordina-
tion with State officials, and any emer-
gency preparedness training that is
needed for State and local responders.
The details of these precautions, most
of which are highly classified, are very
impressive.

Certainly, shipping nuclear waste has
the inherent risk of accident or attack,
but that risk was there for the last 30
years as well and it will be there as
long as we ship any nuclear waste. The
far greater risk, in my mind, is to leave
that waste in our backyards, on our
lake shores, and in our communities in
the 39 States where it currently is
stored.

For years, I have worked with my
colleagues in the House to ensure we
address the issue of nuclear waste in an
honest and professional way. It is hon-
est to say we can ship the waste safely
because we have done it and will con-
tinue to do it. In fact, shipments are
likely taking place right now as we
speak. Our record on transporting nu-
clear waste is not an argument against
Yucca Mountain, indeed it speaks
strongly in favor of it.

Mr. Speaker, the facts back it up. I
strongly urge all my colleagues to vote

for a permanent repository for high
level radioactive waste and spent nu-
clear fuel. Support, I repeat, support
this move.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 31⁄2 minutes.

A congressional expert is an
oxymoron. There is no such thing. Con-
gressmen are only experts compared to
other Congressmen. They are not ex-
perts compared to real experts in any
field.

Here, what we have is a decision
made by congressional experts, us, to
pick Nevada because they have the
smallest delegation. That is why it
happened. And now, unsurprisingly,
there are 293 unresolved environmental
issues related to a group of Congress-
men picking the site to bury all nu-
clear waste in the United States for the
next 10,000 years. Now, Members of
Congress are different in many ways,
but one of the things they pretty much
share in common is a very limited sci-
entific background, and so it is no sur-
prise that all of these issues remain un-
resolved.

Now, what do we have on our hands,
then? We have a thermonuclear Ponzi
game. The generation that in fact en-
joyed the benefits of nuclear power,
and by the way there has not been a
new nuclear power plant ordered suc-
cessfully in the United States since
1974, we are coming up to the 30th anni-
versary, wants to pass on the risks to
the next generation. It’s a Ponzi game.
We are dumping it on the next genera-
tion. Let them figure out what the en-
vironmental health and safety prob-
lems are. We are getting it off our
hands right now. We are congressional
experts.

Now, what is the complication? Well,
since September 11, in addition to all
those environmental issues, we have
the problem now of al Qaeda. Now,
what have we learned in the caves and
the computers of Afghanistan? What
we have learned is that al Qaeda has
placed nuclear at the very top of their
terrorist targets. And so what we know
is that the security that is going to
have to be placed around the transpor-
tation of all of this nuclear waste must
be much higher than anyone antici-
pated before September 11.

Have we had the hearings on that
subject? Have we determined what the
cost of that might be?

Here is what we also know. There
have been two major rail accidents in
the United States over the last 3
weeks. Now, what if it was a nuclear
waste shipment? And what if the train
was deliberately derailed by al Qaeda
in some small town or city across the
United States; and then, with conven-
tional weapons attached to the nuclear
waste, a dirty bomb was exploded? Is
that possible? Well, post September 11,
we know that they arrive in very large
numbers, 20; they are very technically
sophisticated; they are suicidal, and
they have the technical capacity to be
able to execute little drills like that.

So it seems to me before we begin the
process of putting a trainload or a

truckload of nuclear waste on the road
every 4 hours for the next 24 years,
that we have a responsibility to answer
these questions. But because the nu-
clear industry and a pro-nuclear Bush
administration just wants this issue to
move so fast down the track that these
questions do not get answered. We will
not have that debate here in Congress.
And that is as wrong as abandoning the
intergenerational responsibility that
we have to the next generation of
Americans that did not create this nu-
clear waste but will run the risk of all
of the dangers inherent in storing it in
Nevada and transporting it on the
roads and railways of this country.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN),
the distinguished cardinal from the
Committee on Appropriations, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Water Development, who, un-
fortunately for all of us, has announced
his retirement from Congress this year
and whom we will all sorely miss.

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and for his kind words.

And to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, let me tell him that we all
know he is one of the most eloquent
Members of this House. He always
makes his points and makes them so
eloquently. But I would like to remind
him that the Ponzi scheme started in
Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
advise the gentleman that it started in
my district, which is why I am an ex-
pert.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, I understand that.

And the gentleman also mentioned
earlier in the well of the House today
that one of the reasons we are here de-
bating this issue today is because of
the ineffectiveness and the smallness
of the Nevada delegation. The gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) and
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY) are two of the most articu-
late, effective Members of this body.
And the very fact that they are short
in numbers does not at all forgive the
fact that they are very effective and
outstanding Members of this body.

I would also like to remind the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts that the
last time I checked this same issue
passed the Senate of the United States.
And if I am not mistaken, the State of
Massachusetts has two Senators and
the people from Nevada have two Sen-
ators, an exact parity, at least in the
Senate.
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So the fact that this project wound
up in Nevada had nothing to do with ei-
ther the ineffectiveness or the small-
ness of the delegation, but rather out
of scientific knowledge that this was
the right direction to go.

The Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development has already appro-
priated over the last 12 years nearly $8
billion to ensure that this site is the
safest site in the world in which to per-
form this storage. So there is no doubt
in my mind, and I have visited the fa-
cility and I encourage the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) to
visit and see for himself that these
products are going to be stored in such
a safe manner that we are not talking
about any danger to the citizens of Ne-
vada, or anywhere else.

It is going to be a safe facility be-
cause of the $8 billion we have already
spent. Besides that, we are probably
going to have to spend another $8 bil-
lion in the next 5 years to make fur-
ther absolutely certain that it is safe
with respect to the deficiency of the 293
indications that the gentleman says we
have last year. And I would like to se-
cure the gentleman’s commitment this
year, if the gentleman will vote for an
appropriation, I will give them the
money to do these 293 studies. But, in-
stead, last year when President Bush
sent the request over for the additional
money to do the additional studies,
when it got to the Senate, a member of
the Senate from Nevada reduced the
appropriation, negating the possibility
that we would be able to fulfill all of
the new studies.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all Mem-
bers to join with me this year in appro-
priating a sufficient amount of money
to make absolutely sure that all of the
studies are going to be fulfilled. I am
certain that the studies will prove that
we are right, and this resolution, in my
opinion, should pass.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlemen for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I come to this body to
speak on the floor to make one final
plea that we consider a safer, more
cost-effective solution to the disposal
of our Nation’s high level nuclear
waste than simply burying it in a hole
in the high desert mountains in the
State of Nevada, my home district.

Just last year, I urged Members and
the public to review a GAO report
which called the Department of Ener-
gy’s Yucca Mountain project ‘‘a failed
scientific process.’’ The GAO’s inde-
pendent, highly critical study of the
Yucca Mountain project should be
enough to shine the light even through
the thickest nuclear industry smoke
screen. And now, almost 5.5 years after
I brought this issue to our attention, I

implore this body and the DOE to
abandon this misguided Yucca Moun-
tain project.

Consider the following: Is Yucca
Mountain suitable for storage? Just lis-
ten to the proponents of the Yucca
Mountain project. Time and again they
will tell us the number of years and the
billions of dollars that they have spent
by this government to move this proc-
ess forward is suitable for making this
decision. We will hear it throughout to-
day’s debate, and we have heard it
throughout today’s debate. But this ar-
gument is flawed, as is the DOE policy.
Spend all we want, we cannot make a
volcanic, seismically active mountain
geologically sound. Whether it is $8 bil-
lion, $10 billion, $20 billion, $100 billion,
there will be earthquakes, water will
percolate through the mountain, and
corrosion of these casks will occur.

Where is our sense of fiscal discipline
in this body? Where is our restraint?
Why are we willing to just throw our
arms up in the air and conclude, well,
we have already spent billions of dol-
lars, so I guess we should just proceed?
Where are my colleagues who are advo-
cates for States’ rights, local control
and fiscal discipline?

Nevada is currently fighting the DOE
in Federal court to protect our water
rights. That may not mean much to
Members east of the Mississippi, but
out West, water is very hard to come
by.

For local control, what are our gov-
ernors going to do the first day rigs
and railcars start traveling through
Members’ States carrying thousands of
tons of high level nuclear waste? I
think I have a pretty good idea. Ask
the governor of the State of South
Carolina.

The DOE and the nuclear industry
tells us that bringing up accidents is
simply a scare tactic. But wait, it was
not Nevada, it was the DOE that said
we should expect somewhere around 400
accidents during the 38 years of trans-
portation that this waste must cross
America. We did not bring it up. Ne-
vada did not bring it up. We did not ar-
bitrarily come up with those numbers;
the DOE did.

What will a State trooper, an off-
duty fireman, an EMT do when they
are required to be the first to respond
to a nuclear waste accident? Before
Members vote today, perhaps they
should talk to them. Ask them, and
they will probably say they do not
know because nobody is trained or pre-
pared to deal with an accident on a
highway dealing with this high level
nuclear waste.

The DOE begs us to consider the fact
that they have safely transported
waste in the past without incident.
Well, maybe there have been no major
accidents where radioactive materials
were released, at least not yet. But add
up every single shipment of waste thus
far, and we do not even come up to
within 1 percent of the total amount of
waste shipments that will be put on
our streets, near our homes and com-

munities, and probably through the
communities of our constituents in the
years to come.

If the waste is not coming through
our population centers by truck, it will
come by train. Let me remind Members
of some of the recent stories involving
train accidents around this country.
We can see Los Angeles Times, 260 Peo-
ple Injured, 2 Dead; Baltimore, Toxic
Cargo Shuts the City Down, Fire-
fighters Stymied, on and on the stories
continue.

I ask Members to look at page A8 in
today’s Los Angeles Times which indi-
cates that storage of waste at Yucca
Mountain is not safe. It will leak. What
does this policy that we have before us
today as a Nation say? It would lead us
to believe that the world has no inno-
vation and no technology, and that we
do not have scientific and medical
achievements capable of dealing with
nuclear waste. We find ourselves ce-
mented by a DOE policy that tells us
the best our Nation can do or that our
Nation has to offer for high level nu-
clear waste storage is simply to dig a
hole and bury it in the ground and
walk away. This, while nations across
the world are advancing technologies
in processing and recycling this waste.

We have the ability in this country
to reduce the amount of waste, to
lower its toxicity, to eliminate pluto-
nium, and make the waste completely
nonproliferative, but not with this cur-
rent policy. All we want to do, accord-
ing to this policy, is hollow out a
mountain, fill it with waste and walk
away. I am totally unimpressed.

Another question. What problem do
we solve by moving forward with the
Yucca Mountain project? The answer,
none. As a matter of fact, we create
one. If we look at this chart, there are
131 locations of nuclear waste around
this country. Moving forward when we
create Yucca Mountain with this pol-
icy, what are we going to have? We are
going to have 132 sites in this country
where nuclear waste is stored, one ad-
ditional one in southern Nevada. That
is right. Look at this map. There are
132 sites for nuclear waste. We do not,
we will not, we cannot remove the
waste from all of these States.

Mr. Speaker, spent fuel rods have by
requirement to sit in a cooling pond for
a minimum of 5 years before they can
be shipped. The DOE myth is that we
are relieving these reactors of on-site
storage, and we are somehow pre-
venting the possibility of a terrorist
attack on one of these 131 sites. That
logic does not fly. All we are doing is
going from 131 project sites to 132.

Mr. Speaker, let us assume for a mo-
ment that there would be no accidents,
no train derailments, no tracks to
jackknife over a bridge or some water-
way, not one accident to occur in 38
years. Not likely, but we will pretend,
anyway, that it may happen. What
about the terrorists? Are we not cur-
rently preparing ourselves to spend bil-
lions of dollars on homeland defense?
Are we not briefed every day by Fed-
eral officials as to the potential threats
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we face within our borders? Americans
are getting a civics lesson every day in
what a credible threat means.

The chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Intelligence spoke out about
terrorist threats within the United
States. He said the terrorists are here
in high numbers and ready and capable
of attacking the United States. That
begs the question, what next? What ex-
actly is the al Qaeda craving next? Ac-
cording to CIA Director George Tenet,
it is a low tech nuclear device or what
has been deemed a dirty bomb. I quote
from Mr. Tenet: ‘‘We believe that bin
Laden was seeking to acquire or de-
velop a nuclear device. Al Qaeda may
be pursuing a radioactive dispersal de-
vice, what some call a dirty bomb.’’

Just last month CNN reported that
Abu Zubaydah, the most senior al
Qaeda leader in the United States, has
told investigators that terrorists were
producing a radiological weapon, a
dirty bomb, and know how to use it.

Mr. Speaker, what we are talking
about today is placing tens of thou-
sands of dirty bombs on our roads and
railways through 703 counties in 44
States. This map shows where the
routes are going to go through the var-
ious States. If a Member’s State is not
one of the three, Montana, North Da-
kota and South Dakota, then that
Member’s State is going to be affected
by the transportation of nuclear waste.

There are terrorists in this country;
and tragically, we have witnessed the
amount of destruction they are willing
to bring. Yet we are to believe that
every one of these nuclear shipments
will be safe for the next 4 decades, that
they will be completely safe from any
potential foreign or domestic terrorist
attack.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope so.
After all, one does not have to be a
trained terrorist to jump a train car-
rying high level nuclear waste. Just a
few weeks ago a train carrying high
level nuclear waste was boarded by one
or two escaped inmates from a North
Carolina prison who were trying to es-
cape from an inmate work program.
Well, imagine if these train jumpers
happen to be more than common day
criminals trying to evade their captors.
What if they were terrorists and had
explosives with them? Yet even though
this did occur and it can and will occur
again, we are charged with this bill’s
proponents of presenting nothing but
scare tactics.

Just as the DOE cannot spend Yucca
Mountain into making it geologically
sound, the nuclear energy industry
cannot spin the facts into a myth. The
nuclear power industry has contributed
$13.8 million to Federal candidates dur-
ing the 2000 election cycle. They have
spent $25 million in just 1 year lob-
bying Congress on this issue, although
many minds may not change, nor will
the facts. According to DOE, on-site
dry cask storage can continue for the
next 100 years.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act de-
mands that the Yucca Mountain be

deemed geologically suitable. As some-
one who holds a master’s degree in ge-
ology, let me say that it is not, it can-
not, and it never will be geologically
suitable as required by the act, no mat-
ter how many billions we try to put
into it.

If Members do not take my word for
it or Nevada’s word for it, take their
word for it and consider what the other
side has said. The DOE, the NRC, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
the Congressional Nuclear Waste Tech-
nical Review Board have all said that
the technical basis for projecting the
long-term performance and the
project’s base case repository design
has critical weaknesses.

b 1445

They further said that the DOE has
not presented a clear and persuasive
rationale for going forward with the
site recommendation.

We have numerous statements that
support this concept about the weak-
ness of their case. Mr. Speaker, we can
and we could do much better than this.
We can and we should offer a more via-
ble and safe and cost efficient solution
to this problem. We can and we should
continue to support nuclear power as
an alternative to fossil fuels. But you
do not need one just to have the other.
Yucca Mountain is not safe.

I, Mr. Speaker, in conclusion would
say that many of my colleagues have
never looked their constituents in the
eye on this issue. But I represent the
dairy farmer in the Armagosa Valley
that is near Yucca Mountain, and I rep-
resent the alfalfa farmers that are
there as well. They are watching today.
I want them to know that we are fight-
ing for them against this Yucca Moun-
tain project.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The Chair must remind Mem-
bers to avoid improper references to
the Senate, such as quotations of Mem-
bers of the Senate other than in actual
legislative history on the pending
measure.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I include for the RECORD a letter from
Edward C. Sullivan, the President of
the Building and Construction Trades
Department of the AFL–CIO, in sup-
port of H.J. Res. 87.

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION
TRADES DEPARTMENT, AMERICAN
FEDERATION OF LABOR–CONGRESS
OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the

Building and Construction Trades Depart-
ment and our affiliated unions, I am writing
to ask you to support House Joint Resolu-
tion 87, the Yucca Mountain Resolution, be-
cause it is in the best interest of our nation,
our citizens and our workers.

Our Nation needs a safe, stable and sci-
entifically feasible program for storing used
nuclear fuel. The Yucca Mountain location
has been thoroughly examined for over 20
years at a cost of $7 billion and has met or
exceeded all environmental and scientific

standards for storage. It is located on federal
land in a remote, secure area.

Nuclear energy has proven to be a clean,
safe and reliable source of electricity for
nearly half a century. Today, one of every
five homes, businesses and farms receives
electricity generated by a nuclear plant.

Since the 1970’s growth in the use of nu-
clear energy has reduced the need for foreign
oil in the electricity sector and saved con-
sumers $81 billion in payments for imported
oil. But, unless we can begin the process of
safe storage of spent nuclear fuel, the future
of nuclear energy is uncertain. Yucca Moun-
tain provides a unique public-private part-
nership with the federal government appro-
priately shouldering the obligation to man-
age used material while electricity con-
sumers have provided the $18 billion cost to
pay for this program.

Finally, this issue is a very important jobs
issue. Many highly skilled Building Trades
members in your state will benefit from pas-
sage of this resolution. If the process set for-
ward by the passage of this resolution was to
stop, many good family wage jobs would dis-
appear and a great number of jobs would
never be created.

I urge you to support this resolution and
permit this process to go forward.

Sincerely,
EDWARD C. SULLIVAN,

President.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, as chair of
the Nuclear Fuel Safety Caucus here in
the Congress, I would remind everyone
that in the shuttered Zion nuclear
power plant just 100 yards from Lake
Michigan lies a thousand tons of highly
radioactive nuclear waste stored next
to Lake Michigan. This is not unique
to my district. The Great Lakes have
another 31 coastline sites where nu-
clear waste is stored.

Twenty percent of the world’s fresh
water is found in the Great Lakes.
Thirty million Americans depend on
the Great Lakes for fresh water. Not
one scientist or scientific study claims
that storing nuclear waste next to the
world’s largest supply of fresh water is
environmentally sound. Moving nu-
clear waste from 131 temporary storage
sites around the Nation to one secure
location where America has already
tested dozens of nuclear weapons is the
goal of the Nuclear Fuel Safety Cau-
cus. We must move nuclear waste from
the Great Lakes.

Why Yucca Mountain? Because with-
out Yucca Mountain, we would have to
construct 131 permanent storage facili-
ties for nuclear waste in 39 different
States. These storage facilities are
close to groundwater, earthquake zones
and in close proximity to major cities,
including San Francisco, Boston, New
York and Chicago. Without Yucca
Mountain, 161 million Americans would
have to live their entire lives within 75
miles of a nuclear waste site.

And then there is the cost. According
to the government’s own study, the
cost of building 131 permanent storage
sites would be over $61 billion. To cover
this, the Federal Government would
have to borrow from Social Security or
raise taxes. Perhaps we could re-
institute the death tax, but we would
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have to double it to pay for the cost.
And that would not cover the lawsuits
which would total over $56 billion for
reneging on the promise to provide a
nuclear waste storage site.

A vote for this resolution is a vote to
protect our Nation from further ter-
rorist attacks. Removing nuclear waste
from 131 sites to a single repository
buried deep inside a mountain range
100 miles from a population center is
much safer from sabotage or terrorism.

I urge the adoption of this resolution.
Let us wipe clean the terrorist shoot-
ing gallery of 131 sites located around
the country and vote for this resolu-
tion for a secure environmental future.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened very
carefully to the debate and I have to
say that I was appalled when one of the
speakers said that if we passed this res-
olution, Nevada will be able to con-
tinue its nuclear legacy. Nuclear leg-
acy? Nevada does not have a nuclear
legacy.

Let me tell you what transpired in
the 1950s in the State of Nevada when
there were less than 100,000 people in
the entire State. The Federal Govern-
ment came to us and said that it was
going to do above ground atomic test-
ing of atomic bombs but that it would
be perfectly safe and that you could
watch it, bring your families there,
work there safely. All you had to do
was go home and take a shower. So
thousands of people went to work at
the Nevada test site. I must say I have
friends that share with me the times
that their parents took them up to the
Nevada test site with a picnic lunch
and they watched the atomic bombs
going off in the Nevada atmosphere.

Let me tell you what has happened to
those Nevada test site workers, those
brave souls who thought that they
were doing their duty for their coun-
try, but safely, at the promises and as-
surances of the Federal Government.
Those Nevada test site workers, if they
are not dead, they are dying. Those
people that observed those tests and
watched as they ate their bologna
sandwiches, they are dying, too. They
are all dying of unexplained cancers.
Those downwinders in Utah and in Ne-
vada who happened to be caught living
downwind of these atomic tests, they
are all dead, too.

It is very difficult for me, after hav-
ing lived through those experiences, to
believe the Federal Government now
when they tell us that the transpor-
tation and storage of 77,000 tons of
toxic nuclear waste in a hole in the Ne-
vada desert is safe. It was not safe then
and it is not safe now.

In addition, we keep hearing about
the $7 billion that has already been
spent on site characterization. But if
you spend 7 cents or $70 billion, it does
not make that site any safer. We are
talking about an area of our country

that has seismic activity, volcanic ac-
tivity. It has groundwater problems.

If I could direct your attention to a
Los Angeles Times article that ap-
peared today, this is the headline: ‘‘Nu-
clear Dump Site Will Leak, Scientists
Say.’’ The little message underneath
the picture says, ‘‘Despite the dry ap-
pearance of the proposed Yucca Moun-
tain nuclear dump in the Nevada
desert, there is water in its environ-
ment. Scientists say that that vulner-
ability will eventually allow radio-
active material to leak. At issue is
only how long.’’

Then they point out paragraph after
paragraph. The government officials
point out, and I am quoting, two other
nuclear sites that officials—these are
government officials—once said would
be leak-free for hundreds or thousands
of years: In Pocatello, Idaho and the
Hanford site in eastern Washington.
Quote, both are leaking already, and
radioactive material could make its
way into groundwater in just 10 years.
That is according to a report by the
National Research Council.

You are telling me this is sound
science? This is what appeared today in
the L.A. Times. It talks about Yucca
Mountain.

‘‘About 12.3 million gallons of water
flow through the disposal area per
year. Traces of chlorine 36, which is
produced only by nuclear bombs, was
recently discovered inside Yucca
Mountain.’’ That means that through
the groundwater, radioactive material
gets into the rocks and into the
groundwater in as little as 40 years.
And you are telling me there is sound
science? I do not think so.

I have also heard some of my col-
leagues say this is really not a Yucca
Mountain vote, this is not a transpor-
tation vote, that this is not really a
vote on shipping nuclear waste. Let me
beg to differ. This is the only time we
will have to vote on this issue. So do
not tell me this is not a vote on the
transportation of nuclear waste across
our country. It is the vote.

I have listened to this debate. There
is no doubt, on both sides of the aisle,
we have huge problems. We have a huge
problem with nuclear waste. We have
an energy source in this country, nu-
clear energy, that produces a dan-
gerous by-product, nuclear waste. This
Nation has never figured out what to
do with it. Not any alternative that I
have heard is good enough for the peo-
ple that I represent and good enough
for the people you represent, too. If we
go ahead with this foolhardy plan, we
will never, ever figure out what to do
with nuclear waste, because once
Yucca Mountain is filled up, we will
still have the exact same problem. It is
time that we take care of that problem
and let us take care of it today.

Mr. Speaker, I include the L.A.
Times article for the RECORD.

The material referred to is as follows:

[From the Los Angeles Times, Wed., May 8,
2002]

NUCLEAR DUMP SITE WILL LEAK, SCIENTISTS
SAY

(By Gary Polankovic)
YUCCA MOUNTAIN, NEV.—As the Bush ad-

ministration prepares its push to win con-
gressional approval for the Yucca Mountain
nuclear waste burial site, scientists agree on
one key conclusion: Yucca Mountain will
leak. The question is how long it will take.

Rising one mile from the desert floor, the
mountain looks as plain and parched as
much of the rest of southern Nevada’s
ranges.

Despite the arid appearance there is water
here, and even the scientists who have de-
signed the repository concede that the
mountain’s vulnerability to moisture will
allow radioactive material to eventually
lead into the environment.

Time is the key. Highly radioactive nu-
clear waste remains dangerous for hundreds
of thousands of years. Half of the plutonium
stored in the mountain, for example, will
still be radioactive 380 million years from
now.

Just one-millionth of an once of plutonium
is enough to virtually assure cancer in some-
one who comes in contact with it.

As Congress considers whether to override
Nevada’s opposition to housing nuclear
waste here, opponents of the waste site argue
that the Bush administration is pushing
through a flawed solution that will create
radioactivity risks for thousands of years.

Government officials say they have de-
signed a burial site that will be free of leaks
for at least 10,000 years. Critics, armed with
a raft of scientific studies, say that can’t be
guaranteed. They point to two other nuclear
sites that officials once had said would be
leak-free for hundreds or thousands of years:
the Idaho National Engineering and Environ-
mental Laboratory near Pocatello and the
Hanford Site in eastern Washington. Both
are leaking already, and radioactive mate-
rial could make its way into groundwater in
just 10 years, according to a report by the
National Research Council, an arm of the
National Academy of Sciences.

Even if a 10,000-year leak-free promise
could be guaranteed, critics of Yucca Moun-
tain say society has a responsibility to civ-
ilizations far in the future not to expose
them to lethal waste that we generate.

But the alternative to putting nuclear
waste here is to leave it accumulating in 131
different places in 39 states, much closer to
people and potentially vulnerable to ter-
rorist attack, the Department of Energy
warns.

The waste piled up around the country
comes from nuclear aircraft carriers and
electrical plants, bomb factories and univer-
sity labs. Over time, it will emit thousands
of times more radioactivity than was re-
leased at Chernobyl and millions of times
more than the Hiroshima bomb.

‘‘There is no more [storage] space, there
are deteriorating storage conditions, and you
have the challenge that so much of it is lo-
cated near population centers and water-
ways,’’ said Secretary of Energy Spencer
Abraham. ‘‘No one believes you can bring in
David Copperfield, wave a wand and it all
goes away.’’

‘‘We’ve tried to take into account as many
uncertainties of the future as can be as-
sessed,’’ Abraham said. ‘‘I am convinced that
the site is scientifically suitable—in a word,
safe.’’

Yucca Mountain is not a done deal yet, but
converting this forlorn peak into the world’s
first high-level nuclear waste dump is closer
to happening than ever.

President Bush has chosen the site, but Ne-
vada challenged that decision. Congress is
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considering whether to overturn Nevada’s
veto, and opponents of the dump acknowl-
edge they probably do not have the votes to
stop it. (A House vote might occur as early
as today.) If the Yucca Mountain plan sur-
vives Congress, the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission will consider issuing a license, and
the dump could open by 2012.

Experts long ago recognized the need for
deep, geological disposal of radioactive
waste, yet it is unknown whether any system
can be devised that could keep highly radio-
active waste isolated for such an immensely
long period.

‘‘We nuclear people have made a Faustian
bargain with society,’’ said Alvin Weinberg,
former director of the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory in Tennessee, where plutonium
was tested for one of the nuclear bombs
dropped on Japan. ‘‘We offer an inexhaust-
ible and nonpolluting source of energy, but
we require a level of detail and discipline
that we’re unaccustomed to in handling the
waste.

‘‘Nobody really knows if we can do this.
Trying to project what’s going to happen in
thousands of years, tens of thousands of
years, is quite ridiculous,’’ Weinberg said.

Today, Yucca Mountain is an island in a
desert. It is surrounded by the Nevada Test
Site, where the government once tested nu-
clear bombs.

‘‘If you can’t put it here, then where can
you put it?’’ asked Michael D. Voegele, chief
scientist for Bechtel-SAIC Co., the Energy
Department’s contractor for building the re-
pository at Yucca Mountain.

But who can say what will be here millions
of years from now when plutonium and other
deadly wastes still pack a wallop? Will it
still be a desert? Glaciers advanced and re-
ceded across the planet a dozen times in the
last 2 million years. An inland sea called
Lake Bonneville covered much of Nevada
and Utah 12,000 years ago, when humans first
arrived.

These technologies are forcing us to ad-
dress the issue of how they will affect future
generations. This is not an issue we’ve faced
on this scale before,’’ said Lester R. Brown,
president of the Earth Policy Institute.
‘‘We’re doing things with consequences we
don’t understand.’’

Government engineers and scientists have
been studying Yucca Mountain for over 20
years—twice as long as it took to plan and
complete the moon landing—at a cost of $7
billion. During that time, government offi-
cials have changed their arguments about
Yucca Mountain’s safety.

Problems began to emerge years ago when
tunnels bored deep into the rock revealed
conditions inside were wetter, and the geol-
ogy more complex, than initially thought.
Those discoveries are at the center of the
controversy today.

Originally, the volcanic ash where the
waste would be entombed was believed to be
so tightly compressed that rainfall could not
penetrate. Secretary Abraham said in Feb-
ruary that rainfall would take 1,000 years to
make the 800-foot journey through rock to
the disposal zone and longer still before ra-
dioactivity could be carried to groundwater.
He does not believe leaks are a significant
concern.

Yet inside the mountain, government stud-
ies have found that the rock is laced with fis-
sures, some that move water the way cap-
illaries carry blood, some that flow like a
garden hose. About 12.3 million gallons of
water flow through the 2,500-acre disposal
area per year, government studies show.

Traces of chlorine 36, which is produced
only by nuclear bombs, were recently discov-
ered inside Yucca Mountain. Since the last
nuclear bombs were detonated above ground
at the Nevada Test Site in 1962, the finding

indicates rainfall can carry radioactive ma-
terial deep into the rock in as little as 40
years.

Once the presence of water was estab-
lished, the government changed plans. The
plans now call for double-layer disposal con-
tainers of stainless steel and a nickel-based
material called Alloy 22 to keep the waste
isolated. The canisters will be covered with
titanium ‘‘drip shields’’ to keep waste dry.
Canisters could be packed close together too,
so heat would boil water and drive away
steam.

But engineers do not know yet know how
to build a container that outlasts radio-
active waste.

Materials like Alloy 22 haven’t been
around long enough for experts to be able to
assess how they will perform over centuries.

Given all of the uncertainties, some of the
nation’s leading experts say President Bush’s
decision to proceed with Yucca Mountain is
premature.

‘‘There are a lot of issues that remain un-
resolved that could affect the safety of hu-
mans and the environment,’’ said Allison
Macfarlane, a geologist and the director of
the Yucca Mountain project at MIT. ‘‘We
should not be in a rush.’’

Carnegie Mellon University President
Jared L. Cohon said he is concerned about
the integrity of disposal canisters and how
water moves inside the mountain. Cohon
chairs the Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board, an 11-member panel of independent
experts appointed by Congress to review the
Energy Department’s work at Yucca Moun-
tain.

That panel concluded in January that the
government’s technical case for Yucca
Mountain is ‘‘weak to moderate.’’

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out that
the gentlewoman from Nevada’s state-
ment about people dying of cancers be-
cause of exposure to tests in Nevada,
above ground testing in the fifties and
the sixties, there is not one scientific
study that shows that there is any
greater incidence of cancer in Nevada
than anywhere else in this country.
That may be an anecdotal tale, but
there is no scientific validity to it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Today, Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this joint resolution which
endorses the Department of Energy and
the President’s finding that Yucca
Mountain is the best choice for a na-
tional nuclear waste depository. As we
know, Yucca Mountain is on a Federal
nuclear test site in the Nevada desert
that encompasses almost 1,300 square
miles, or an area bigger than the State
of Rhode Island. Like Chairman CAL-
LAHAN and other Members in this
House, I have visited this site. I have
been inside the mountain, five miles
into it. I have seen it firsthand.

From a New Jersey perspective, this
siting decision is long overdue. We live
in the most densely populated State in
the Nation with 49 percent of our power
generated by nuclear energy. For many
years now, those wastes have been
stored on the grounds of our two nu-
clear reactor sites, supposedly on a

temporary basis. The time has come
for the waste to be sent to a single na-
tional repository as was promised in
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982
and for which New Jersey taxpayers
have contributed millions of dollars in
their energy bills.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
resolution. I urge my colleagues to do
so as well.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. WAMP).

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished chairman for yielding me
this time, and I want to bring a little
bit of common sense from the South to
this issue. We heard from New Jersey.
In the southeastern United States in
the Tennessee Valley region, we are
heavily dependent on coal-fired plants.
I share the environmentalists’ goal of
trying to reduce the emissions of these
fossil-fired plants. We also have in the
Tennessee Valley Authority region five
nuclear reactors on-line. They happen
to be the most economically efficient
generators of electricity in the TVA
system. They are the most environ-
mentally responsible and clean sources
of electricity in the region. There is
only one hurdle in our way of having a
clean, safe alternative to the fossil-
fired problem, and that is this waste
issue.

This administration, to its credit,
has the guts to step up and do what is
necessary to provide the alternative. I
would say to my friends who protest
dirty air and then protest Yucca Moun-
tain, you cannot have it both ways.
You cannot eliminate the alternative
and then complain about fossil emis-
sions. You cannot do it unless you
want our country to be totally depend-
ent on the rest of the world for our en-
ergy sources, and we know that sac-
rifices our freedom.

Mr. Speaker, we have got to do the
right thing. I appreciate the parochial
eloquence, defending your own turf,
but for the good of our Nation we have
got to place this nuclear waste in a
safe repository. My master’s is in com-
mon sense. Common sense says you
have got to do this in order to have
clean air and clean water into the fu-
ture and energy independence for the
United States of America. National se-
curity hangs on this decision. This is
an important decision and one that is
not easy to make because we respect
our friends in Nevada.
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We respect our friends in opposition.
But this is the right thing to do for the
United States of America for many
years to come.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) has 8 minutes re-
maining and the right to close; the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
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MARKEY) has 3 minutes remaining; and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER) has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from the great
State of California (Mr. ISSA).

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, there has
been a lot of discussion here today on
a lot of science and a lot of what-ifs,
and I am not going to try to address
what has already been said. Rather,
what I would like to do is take what
has been said by many of the Members
from Nevada and clarify it.

They say they are putting it here be-
cause we have very little population.
Well, for a moment I will agree with
that, because over one-half of all Amer-
icans live within 75 miles of high-level
nuclear waste, most of it above ground,
none of it ever tested to take a 757
crashing into it. I rise in strong sup-
port of the basic concept that we will
get these wastes into an area that will
survive that attack and more. I rise be-
cause every day in my district over
200,000 men and women drive within a
few hundred yards of San Onofre Nu-
clear Power Plant, not designed as a
permanent-storage facility. I ask my
colleagues to consider whether the 10
million people who live within the
downwind hazard of that nuclear facil-
ity should be granted some final relief.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, just so we get the
record straight here, this facility
which is being contemplated will only
hold 60 percent of all of the nuclear
waste in the United States, military or
civilian. It does not solve the problem.

In addition, all nuclear waste gen-
erated at all nuclear power plants has
to sit next to the plant for 5 years any-
way in each one of the States to cool
down, so it does not solve that problem
either.

In addition, we also have the ques-
tion of the casks into which they are
going to place the waste. The Depart-
ment of Energy only has 2 years of cor-
rosion data to extrapolate out for 10,000
years.

Mr. Speaker, Neil Young used to have
a song, ‘‘Rust Never Sleeps.’’ And
again, we are pushing the envelope,
with congressional experts deciding
that we have the answer to where all of
this nuclear waste is going to be
stored, in corrodible material and
could ultimately leach out into the
mountain, out into the aquifers. Fi-
nally, the Mobile Chernobyl issue, with
terrorism now rearing its head, we
have not answered those questions yet.
How much will it cost? How safe can
we make the railways, the highways,
the byways of our country?

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
in 1981 and 1982, I was a White House
Fellow in the Department of Energy
and served at a very low level on the
task force that developed the rec-
ommendations that later became the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982.

Today, I stand on the floor as one of
the chief sponsors of this resolution,
along with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BOUCHER), my good friend. If
the Lord shines upon me, I may be for-
tunate enough to live long enough to
be alive the day we ship the first ship-
ment of high-level nuclear waste to the
repository, which will probably be
sometime in the year 2015 to 2022. If
that happens, I will have spent almost
40 years of my adult life in some way
or the other addressing this issue.

I think it is time to send this resolu-
tion to the floor of the other body for
a vote so that we can let the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission receive an ap-
plication from the Department of En-
ergy in the next 2 years about this li-
cense application.

The money has been put into the
trust fund. The resolution does not
deal with any of the transportation
issues; we will deal with those later.
There is absolutely tremendous bipar-
tisan support. The time has come to
stop talking about this and to vote on
it. I hope that we vote in the affirma-
tive at the appropriate time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the leader of the
Democratic Party of the House.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to urge a vote against the Yucca Moun-
tain approval resolution. I hope this
resolution will be turned down.

I commend the courageous people
fighting against it, lead by the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) and
Dario Herrera. I am sorry that the
Bush administration went back on its
word approving this untested, dan-
gerous measure.

Whether or not to allow storage and
transportation of waste is a decision
with important consequences for peo-
ple in my district and across America.
It is a fact that scientists are still de-
bating whether Yucca Mountain is
safe. The General Accounting Office a
few months ago said that storing waste
at Yucca could infect water supplies
and release deadly toxins into the sur-
rounding air. It cited 293 scientific
questions for which the Federal Gov-
ernment has no answers. Even if we
begin shipping this waste today, we
will still have nuclear waste stored all
over this country decades from now.

But my biggest concern is that it
makes no sense to have all of this ma-
terial traveling across the country by
truck and rail. We have seen just in the
last month a number of tragic rail ac-

cidents. Even the Energy Department
says that inevitably there will be
derailments of trains headed to Yucca
Mountain. I had a train derailment in
my district a year ago in Webster
Groves, Missouri, where a whole train
turned over. Luckily, it was only coal;
but it was coal that was spilled a few
feet from homes and schools in Webster
Groves, Missouri. The people in Web-
ster Groves in the days since then have
said to me, what if it had not been
coal, but nuclear waste? We have no
plan, we have no resources, we have no
training for dealing with such a derail-
ment in St. Louis. We have only one
hospital bed in the entire metropolitan
area to treat severe radiation exposure.

This is not a question about isolating
the risks. Yucca Mountain, in reality,
simply spreads it around.

I know there is no perfect solution,
but we can begin now to invest in bet-
ter ways to store waste at the sites we
currently use. Authorities in Pennsyl-
vania have an approach that puts an
emphasis on technology and innova-
tion, an approach that avoids having to
cart and haul this waste all the way
across the United States. It puts the
waste in reinforced facilities. It bene-
fits people in Pennsylvania, and it ben-
efits all Americans.

I simply think, in conclusion, that
science and logic is on the side of leav-
ing this hazardous material on site
until we find a better solution. I hope
Yucca Mountain will be rejected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN)
has 51⁄2 minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) has 1 minute remaining; and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER) has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of closing on our side, I yield
myself the 2 remaining minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the measure before us
moves the process forward and enables
the taking of the next step in evalu-
ating the Yucca Mountain site. We
have no realistic alternative to a se-
cure, central repository for the perma-
nent storage of high-level nuclear
waste. The waste is now stored at 72
dispersed reactor sites around the Na-
tion. Leaving the waste in its current
storage poses threats, both to the envi-
ronment and to national security. Per-
manent dry-cask storage at these 72
sites is not a realistic alternative to a
central storage facility.

The resolution before the House en-
ables the taking of the next essential
step in achieving the secure central
storage, which is the best option before
the country at this time. After the res-
olution passes, construction at the site
could not begin until the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission conducts a thor-
ough scientific and technical analysis
and issues a construction license.

I urge that the resolution before the
House be approved so that the NRC can
begin its work, so that the scientific
and technical studies can go forward,
and so that the Nation’s best option, a
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secure, central repository for high-
level nuclear waste, can be pursued.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time to once
again state that we are at a historic
juncture, that we should not be making
this decision with 293 unresolved envi-
ronmental issues. We owe the Amer-
ican public, we owe the next generation
a higher standard of care than rushing
to this decision today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the final time
remaining to the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY), the heroine who
has been championing this issue to pro-
tect her people.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) for having
done a stellar job over the last 20 years
to protect the people, not only in my
own home State, but in the entire
United States of America.

I have been profoundly involved with
this issue for the last 20 years, ever
since it was passed in 1982. This is a
horrible piece of legislation. It is a hor-
rible idea. Even if Yucca Mountain is
passed, we still will not have solved a
very serious problem in our Nation,
and that is what we will do with the
nuclear waste for generations to come.

Mr. Speaker, I urge us, before we
spend billions of dollars more, to take
this money, put it into research and
development for renewable energy
sources. Let us harness the sun, let us
harness the wind, hydrocells, geo-
thermal; and let us truly become en-
ergy independent, away from foreign
oil sources and away from an energy
source that produces a by-product that
is so deadly that none of us, none of us
want it in our backyard.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, with the
consent of my colleagues, I would like
to do what I think is the fair thing to
do at this point, and that is to yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. GIBBONS), our friend, for an oppor-
tunity to close his arguments on behalf
of the State that he loves so dearly and
represents here in the Congress.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for his generous use of
time and for allowing me to make a
few final remarks as we close this de-
bate on one of the most important
issues that the State of Nevada has
faced over 20 years.

Mr. Speaker, there are no nuclear
generating facilities in Nevada. If we
looked at all of the debris as a result of
the nuclear testing that Nevada con-
tributed as its share of obligation to
this country, the national security of
this country for 20 years or decades, it
is less than 4 tons. We are going to be
sending 77,000 tons of the most deadly,
toxic substance known to man to be
stored in the State of Nevada for thou-
sands of years, and we have yet to ap-
prove the science that says that Yucca
Mountain is either qualified or suitable
to store this nuclear waste in Yucca
Mountain.

We have talked about the science. We
have talked about the dangers. We
have talked about the continual ex-
penditure of billions of dollars trying
to make that square peg fit a round
hole. Mr. Speaker, it is not going to
happen. There is no way that the geol-
ogy of Yucca Mountain will ever meet
the requirements of the law that was
passed in 1982 and amended in 1987.
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We have taken our science and shown
that Yucca Mountain is not suitable.
They are required now to have engi-
neered barriers just so they can make
the excuse, well, if the geology does
not work, we will engineer it to be safe.
If that is the case, they can engineer it
to be safe in any place in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this resolution, and urge all of
my colleagues to oppose it.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I respect my friends,
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIB-
BONS) and the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY), and I appreciate
the fight they are making on the floor
today. I understand their concerns for
their home State and for this decision.
Outside of that, the opposition to this
resolution basically comes from those
who oppose nuclear energy.

When we ask those Members what
other energy would they support, we
get some strange answers. If we sug-
gest coal, they say, oh, coal can be
pretty dirty, you know. You have to
scrub it. Even if you scrub it, it pro-
duces CO2 and that may contribute to
global warming, and golly, we had bet-
ter not burn coal in America, even
though 40 percent of our electricity
comes from coal.

Or we might say, would you support
oil and gas development? And they say,
no, wait a minute, the land is too pris-
tine, and certainly not off my coast. Go
do it in Louisiana, maybe, but do not
do it anywhere else, please. Certainly
do not do it in my State, off my coast
or in my national wildlife preserve,
even though you are willing to do it in
your national wildlife preserves in Lou-
isiana with no consequences, and, in
fact, with good consequences. They do
not like that. They do not like oil and
gas.

We ask, what about refineries for
gasoline, for electric generation facili-
ties? The answer is, not in my back-
yard. If you are ready to do it in some-
body else’s backyard, hopefully out of
this country somewhere else and ship
it in over here, but for heaven’s sake do
not build a plant in America, not where
I live. We would rather run out. We
would rather go through a California
crisis than authorize another refinery
or another electric generation plant in
our backyard.

So we ask them about nuclear. We
say, well, nuclear is pretty clean. Nu-
clear plants produce 20 percent of the
Nation’s electricity, a critical compo-
nent of the Nation’s energy supplies. It

is pretty clean, you know. It does not
produce all the emissions we are con-
cerned about with global warming, or
the emissions we have to regulate with
coal-fired plants, or gas, or even oil-
fired plants. What about nuclear?

They say, oh, but wait, you do not
have a plan to deal with the waste, so
do not build any more nuclear plants
until you settle that waste issue. That
is the tail wagging the dog. Unless you
settle that waste issue, do not dare li-
cense another nuclear plant, and cer-
tainly not in my backyard, by the way.

So we wonder what kind of energy
supplies do these Members support. I
think the answer is pretty clear. They
would like us to get it all from the sun,
I suppose, or they would like us to get
it from winds, provided we do not hurt
any birds in the context of getting
wind power going.

And they certainly would like us to
get it from somebody else, because that
is what is happening in America. Sixty
percent, 60 percent now of every gallon
of gasoline we burn in this country
comes from some other country. And
check the countries, check where it is
coming from.

Forty percent of the reformulated
gas comes from Venezuela right now,
where there is a pretty bad problem
going on; Venezuela, which rescued us
from the last oil embargo, where there
are some pretty bad problems going on.

Check where else it is coming from,
countries like Iran, Iraq, countries
which are teaching their children to
hate us and to come to this country
and take our planes and crash them
into our buildings in suicide attempts.
Those are reliable friends. Those are
reliable sources for energy in America.
Boy, that is real national security.

So after 20 years, after 20 years of an
effort that started in 1982, after billions
of dollars of expenditure, after sci-
entific research that even tested the ef-
fects of a glaciated age in Nevada to
make sure that this was the proper site
to bring those nuclear wastes to per-
manent storage, we come to this point
where we are about near the end.

If we can push this process one more
step, if the scientists can answer the
last questions that remain, we can set-
tle the waste issue. Guess what, all
these folks say, for heaven’s sakes, do
not settle the waste issue. Mr. Speaker,
today is a chance to move it one inch
closer to the final line where we settle
the waste issue and we help secure
America. It is time to vote yes for this
country for a change.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to House Joint Resolution 87.
President Bush’s decision to ship 77,000 tons
of nuclear waste to Yucca Mountain in Nevada
is wrong. This attempt to force Congress to
adopt an ill-conceived, premature proposal is
irresponsible and dangerous. It is our duty to
protect those we serve from a proposal that
will surely threaten our national security and
the lives of American families in their own
homes and communities.

At a time of heightened security and terrorist
threats, this Administration is proposing to ship
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tens and thousands of highly radioactive and
deadly materials through our towns and neigh-
borhood. And as fast as they get the waste
out of the plants, nuclear facilities will ramp up
production, create more waste and start ship-
ping it to Nevada—right through our towns
once again. If Congress passes this resolution
and overrides the authority of Nevada’s gov-
ernor, millions of American lives will be in dan-
ger. The President’s Yucca Mountain proposal
would ship radioactive waste to Yucca Moun-
tain from nuclear power plants through 43
states. Nearly 161 million people live within 75
miles of those routes. I find it unconscionable
that the Bush Administration would hastily
force us to accept this proposed solution. The
fact is that we need more time, not only to find
a safe place to store the waste, but time to fig-
ure out ways to treat it and make it less dan-
gerous.

I believe we should implement a plan that
would remove fuel from reactors without the
safety and security risks of thousands of nu-
clear transports traveling on our highways,
railways, and waterways. There are currently
plans that would increase security and safety
at current sites, provide storage for up to 100
years, and provide time to find better alter-
natives. Widely implementing these kinds of
plans would eliminate the security concerns
surrounding the potential 108,500 shipments
of spent nuclear fuel across the country.

The Yucca Mountain proposal is deceitful
from its core because it promises to remove
above-ground nuclear waste storage facilities.
The truth is that, although the proposal will fill
our highways and railways with nuclear
HAZMATS, nuclear power plants will be en-
abled to produce a greater amount of waste,
which will be stored above ground until it is
scheduled for shipment. The Yucca Mountain
repository will not be capable of receiving
waste until, at the earliest, 2010. At a rate of
2,000 tons per year, there will be 62,000 tons
of waste by 2010 still sitting in storage facili-
ties in the nuclear power plants around the
country. The Yucca repository will reach its
capacity of 77,000 tons in the middle of this
century; the amount remaining in storage at
nuclear plants will be almost exactly what it is
today. The proposal will fail to meet its in-
tended purpose.

Congress should reject this proposal. It is
an unfunded mandate—Congress has not
worked out the transportation funding, cost of
security measures, and other logistical issues
to make this a realistic project. The time, ef-
fort, money and energy required for this
project could be better spent investing in se-
curing nuclear energy plants and implementing
contingency plans for surrounding commu-
nities in the event of an emergency.

Congress should recognize the dangers that
will be posed to all Americans as a result of
nuclear HAZMAT trucks and trains streaking
across our highways/rails and through the
neighborhoods of my constituents and millions
of people across the country. With the horror
of September 11th still fresh in our minds, we
have pledged to the American people that we
will secure their safety—that our way of life
will not be altered by the evil deeds of a hate-
ful few. But this proposal threatens that prom-
ise.

We know that the threat of terror on Amer-
ican soil is real. We should take time to en-
sure that those who want to harm this nation
would not have an opportunity. Today, the

President is proposing to litter American high-
ways and railways with slow moving targets.
We are setting the stage for potential disas-
ters. Congress is faced with a choice between
supporting a hastily conceived proposal, or
protecting our constituents. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no on this resolution and vote
to guarantee the safety and security of the
American people.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.J. Res. 87 and urge my
colleagues to support this important piece of
legislation as well.

While I understand the concern and the op-
position from the Nevada delegation I do be-
lieve that the nuclear waste repository at
Yucca Mountain will be a safe and effective
means for the management of nuclear waste
for many years to come, in compliance with
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. The
work of the United States since the dawn of
the nuclear age has assured that the very best
site for the disposal of nuclear waste would be
chosen. As early as 1957 the National Acad-
emy of Sciences suggested burying radio-
active waste in geologic formations to the
Atomic Energy Commission. Beginning in the
1970’s the world began to contemplate how
best to dispose of and manage nuclear waste.
Indeed, many proposals were put forward, like
deep seabed disposal, disposal on polar ice
sheets, transmutation, and even rocketing the
material to the surface of the sun. After ana-
lyzing and giving credence to all options, dis-
posal in a mined geologic repository emerged
as the preferred long-term environmental solu-
tion for the management of these wastes.

Almost 25 years ago the United States
began to study Yucca Mountain. Even before
the passage of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1982 the Department of Energy recognized
the importance of finding a site to deposit nu-
clear waste and began to study areas that
might have potential for holding such waste.
When the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982
was eventually passed, the Department of En-
ergy was already studying 25 sites around the
country as potential repositories. The Act pro-
vided for the siting and development of two;
Yucca Mountain was one of nine sites under
consideration for the first repository program.

In 1986, Secretary of Energy John S.
Herrington found three of these sites suitable
for site characterization, and recommended
these three, including Yucca Mountain, to
President Reagan for detailed site character-
ization. The very next year Congress then
amended the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 making Yucca Mountain the single site
to be characterized. Since this time Yucca
Mountain has been developed and tested in
accordance with both the provisions of the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act of 1982 and in accord-
ance with sound scientific principles.

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of Congress who
represents an area with the Three Mile Island
nuclear facility in my district, I have followed
the development of Yucca Mountain closely
for quite some time. Pennsylvanians get 36
percent of their electricity from nuclear power
from five sites around the state. I believe that
nuclear power is a reliable source of clean en-
ergy and has served the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania and the United States well over
the years. However, consumers of this elec-
tricity have been paying for the development
of a nuclear waste depository every time they
flip the switch. We now have to assure them

that the nuclear waste produced while gener-
ating needed power is put somewhere it will
be safe and out of harms way for thousands
of years to come. Mr. Speaker, Yucca Moun-
tain is this site. Currently 162 million Ameri-
cans live within 75 miles of nuclear waste,
many of them in Pennsylvania and in my dis-
trict. This is completely unnecessary. With the
technical and scientific genius possessed by
the United States, the United States Congress
should not disallow science from doing the
necessary work of finding a safe depository for
nuclear waste.

Mr. Speaker, I support H.J. Res. 87 and
wish the dedicated scientists and workers at
Yucca Mountain and the Department of En-
ergy all the best in their pursuit of a safe and
effective nuclear waste repository. I ask my
colleagues to join me in support of H.J. Res.
87.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to offer my support for H.J. Res. 87, the
Yucca Mountain Repository Site Approval Act.

This is an important vote for Washington
State. If we do not relocate our nuclear waste
to the Yucca Mountain repository, the Depart-
ment of Energy will be forced to reconsider
other sites previously discussed. One of those
previously considered sites is Hanford, Wash-
ington. Without passage of H.J. Res. 87,
42,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel will
remain stored at Hanford. This is unaccept-
able, and would be disastrous for the environ-
mental health of my state of Washington.

If we fail to move high-level nuclear waste
to Yucca Mountain, we will have 161 million
people in this country living within 75 miles of
one or more nuclear waste sites—all of which
were intended to be temporary. Without Yucca
Mountain we will continue the current system
of storing nuclear waste on the shores of the
Great Lakes, Pacific Ocean, and the Gulf of
Mexico. Without Yucca Mountain, we will con-
tinue to store nuclear waste near 20 major wa-
terways that supply household water for more
than 30 million Americans.

Opponents of H.J. Res. 87 have tried to
scare the American people into believing that
transporting nuclear waste is not safe. The
facts paint a different picture. Since 1967,
there have been 3,000 safe shipments of
spent nuclear fuel. Those shipments have cov-
ered 1.7 million miles without one single acci-
dent occurring. For those who say safety is
their top concern, let them consider this: Our
nuclear sites are safe, but it would be safer
yet to consolidate this waste from widely dis-
persed, above-ground sites into a remote,
deep underground location that can be better
protected for thousands of years.

So I urge my colleagues, put safety first. Put
the safety of our environment first. Put the
safety of our nuclear sites first. Put the safety
of the people living near nuclear sites first. It
is time to act to provide for safe, permanent
storage of our nuclear waste at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada. This is best for our country and
best for the people of Washington state.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.J. Res. 87, the Yucca Mountain
Repository Site Approval Act. Currently,
45,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel is
stored in 131 sites in 39 states. Most of these
storage sites are temporary and near large
population centers and water supplies. There
is a risk that leaks and damages from current
storage facilities could impact up to 161 million
Americans. Scientists agree that it is unsafe to
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permanently store nuclear waste on the
shores of the Great Lakes, the Long Island
Sound, the Atlantic Ocean, the Pacific Ocean,
the Gulf of Mexico, or any other body of water.
The Yucca Mountain site will minimize these
risks. I believe that creating a permanent re-
pository for spent nuclear fuel is the right thing
to do, and that is why I will vote yes today.

The vote today is another step in what has
been a 20-year process. Supporting this reso-
lution allows the Department of Energy to file
an application for a license at the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). It is up to the
NRC to determine that the site will adequately
protect public health and safety, and to make
a decision to grant an operating license for the
facility. The licensing process will take many
years, will require many additional scientific
studies, and will continue to provide for public
input at every step along the way. Transpor-
tation plans will continue to be updated during
this process and the earliest shipments would
not start for Yucca Mountain until 2010.

I understand that the transportation of spent
nuclear fuel is a concern, and we must ad-
dress this issue thoroughly. There is no ques-
tion we will need to ensure that there is a well-
trained and certified workforce to handle and
transport waste. For decades now, spent nu-
clear waste has been shipped in small quan-
tities with no obvious harm to the public. If it
becomes apparent that the waste cannot be
transported safety and effectively, I would sup-
port revising the status of the Yucca Mountain
repository.

Mr. Speaker, by voting yes today we are
taking a prudent step for the future of this
country. For all of these reasons, I support
H.J. Res. 87.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the Yucca Mountain Repository Site
Approval Act (H.J. Res. 87).

I believe that Americans must come to grips
with their obsessive fear of nuclear energy.
Nuclear power supplies 20 percent of our na-
tion’s electricity, but no nuclear power plant
has been built in the U.S. in approximately 30
years. That means our generation of electricity
is increasingly dependent on fossil fuels. By
contrast, France uses nuclear power for most
of its electricity requirements. Even Japan, the
only nation to be attacked with nuclear weap-
ons, uses nuclear power for more of its energy
needs than the United States. Greater reliance
on nuclear power—and I believe it is safe—
would free us from our dependence on OPEC
products.

However, we must also address the safe
transportation and disposal of nuclear waste.
The Yucca Mountain Repository Site Approval
Act approves the site at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada, for the development of a repository for
the disposal of high-level radioactive waste
and spent nuclear fuel. We need to have a
single, consolidated site that can be appro-
priately secured.

Currently, temporary nuclear waste sites are
scattered all over the country. More than 161
million people currently live within 75 miles of
a temporary nuclear waste site, and these
sites are near major waterway. In addition, 40
percent of the U.S. Navy’s ships and sub-
marines are nuclear powered. We simply need
to bring all this nuclear waste into one reposi-
tory that is designed to permanently store this
material safely for thousands of years. The
site at Yucca Mountain is designed to do just
that.

I urge Members to support this joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
the resolution.

Today the House is confronted with the
unpalatable choice of whether to take the next
step in a process that could ultimately ship
tons of hazardous nuclear waste across the
country and bury it at the Yucca Mountain re-
pository, or leave the waste where it is at
more than 130 sites around the country. In
truth, the question of what to do with the nu-
clear waste is an issue we’ve been avoiding
since the dawn of the nuclear era more than
half a century ago. We can’t keep putting off
this decision.

In justice to those who oppose this resolu-
tion, moving 70,000 tons of nuclear waste
across the length and breadth of the United
States and burying it in Nevada is by no
means a perfect solution. Yucca Mountain has
a number of desirable attributes. It is isolated
in an arid location, far from population centers,
and the proposed repository is protected by
natural geological barriers. All that said, claims
that the natural and engineered barriers in
place at Yucca Mountain guarantee that the
waste will remain isolated from the environ-
ment for more than 10,000 years have to be
viewed with skepticism. In addition, the issues
surrounding the transportation of so much
hazardous waste require additional work.

At the same time, leaving the waste where
it is at more than 130 locations in 39 states is
not a viable option. None of these sites were
intended or designed for long-term storage of
high-level radioactive waste, and most are lo-
cated near population centers adjacent to riv-
ers, lakes and seacoasts. The nuclear waste
doesn’t go away or become any less of a
problem if we ignore it.

My understanding is that the repository at
Yucca Mountain can be kept open for as long
as 300 years, allowing the Department of En-
ergy to monitor the underground storage areas
and even retrieve the waste packages. When
one considers the amazing scientific break-
throughs of the last three centuries, there are
good grounds for optimism that over the next
300 years we will develop the technological
means to engineer a better solution to this
problem. In the meantime, we shouldn’t put off
the decision on whether to move forward with
the process of consolidating the waste at
Yucca Mountain. Even if we start today, and
all the remaining technical issues are resolved
during the licensing process, it will still be at
least ten year before the repository is ready.

Yogi Berra once observed, ‘‘When you
come to a fork in the road, take it.’’ For more
than 50 years, the United States has put off
making a decision about what to do about the
nuclear waste. At long last, it’s time to face up
to this problem and move forward.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate has become far more political than tech-
nical. The bottom line is that the Federal Gov-
ernment made yet another commitment it can-
not keep. Following decades of rosy pre-
dictions and assurances to the public, we ex-
plicitly promised to properly dispose of the na-
tion’s nuclear waste. Twenty years and $8 bil-
lion dollars later, we are still not prepared to
do so. This is not acceptable. We need to
keep our promise to communities across the
country that are temporarily storing waste in
sites that are vulnerable to terrorist attacks
and natural disasters.

We are not ready to open the Yucca Moun-
tain nuclear waste repository. There are too
many unresolved questions, even as the Ad-
ministration agrees that the current storage
system can reasonably remain for many
years. The low standards and inadequate
science that the Department of Energy has
shown at Hanford in the Pacific Northwest for
decades are apparent at Yucca Mountain as
well.

Even if we do go forward with this proposal,
by the time that the Yucca Mountain site is
ready to actually accept waste underground,
we will have already exceeded its capacity. By
the year 2035, the waste from just commercial
power plants currently in operation is expected
to be at least 90,000 tons. Yucca Mountain
can only hold 77,000 tons. By law, in order to
expand the capacity at Yucca, a second site
must be named. Since Hanford, Washington
was examined as one of the potential sites up
until 1987, we have every reason to believe
that the Department of Energy will look to
Hanford as a second site once Yucca is full.

The approval of Yucca Mountain will set a
dangerous precedent for other potential sites
such as Hanford. When Yucca Mountain failed
to meet repository guidelines, the Department
of Energy rewrote those guidelines to avoid
disqualifying the site. I don’t want this same
low standard to be applied to Hanford or any
of the other potential sites.

The Bush Administration is pushing ap-
proval of Yucca Mountain now because nu-
clear energy is a large part of its national en-
ergy policy. Yucca is not now a viable long-
term solution. It may never be. It makes no
sense to rely on an energy source that pro-
duces a deadly waste for which we have no
safe or long-term solution for clean up or stor-
age. As long as we continue to produce at
least a fifth of our energy from nuclear power
plants, we are going to have a nuclear waste
problem. Yucca will not solve that.

I don’t pretend to know the answers to our
nuclear waste problem. I’m convinced that
transporting the waste across the country in
casks that have not been properly tested and
burying it under a mountain whose geological
features are not what we once thought they
were is not the answer.

While some may sound confident, I’m not
sure anyone has a good roadmap in hand.
This is precisely why we should not implement
a policy that is going to make the situation
worse. Approving Yucca Mountain as a reposi-
tory site will be giving the nuclear industry a
green light to produce more waste, despite the
industry’s inability to clean up after itself or
even pay for its own insurance. Until we find
a real solution to the nuclear waste problem,
we should not encourage more of it.

Ms. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.J. Res. 87 and am
shocked that it is even on the calendar. The
people of Nevada have spoken! Governor
Guinn of Nevada has vetoed the site as al-
lowed under the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1987 (PL 100–203). This should
be the end of it. Congress put this veto provi-
sion into law to respect the State of Nevada’s
rights.

Mr. Speaker, every Member of the Nevada
delegation is opposed to this Resolution and
opposed to the Yucca Mountain site. They do
not believe that the Department of Energy’s
recommendation was based on sound science
and neither do I. The Congress created the

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 03:43 May 09, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A08MY7.019 pfrm12 PsN: H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2203May 8, 2002
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board to
provide oversight to the Department of Energy
(DOE) to ensure that the Yucca site would be
based on sound science. This Board is made
up of nationally recognized scientists. A recent
review of the DOE’s scientific review was
graded an ‘‘F’’ by the Board.

There has not been enough scientific re-
search on issues relating to the storage of nu-
clear waste. The Congress acted hastily in
1987 by limiting the consideration of potential
sites to only Yucca Mountain. This way, no
matter what science said or what potential
health risks should arise, Yucca Mountain was
going to be the site of the repository. This is
a State’s Rights issue. The people of Nevada
do not want the nuclear waste and the Con-
gress should not force the waste upon them.
I urge my colleague to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res.
87.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, since coming
to Congress in January 2001, protecting the
environment has been one of my top priorities.
I am proud to have authored the law granting
federal ‘‘wild and scenic’’ status to Connecti-
cut’s Eightmile River; proud of my pro-environ-
ment votes, including voting against weak-
ening our nation’s arsenic standards; and
proud of my appointment as Co-Chair of the
Long Island Sound Caucus.

Out of all of my efforts to protect Connecti-
cut’s environment, nothing is more important
than today’s vote to establish a permanent
high-level nuclear water storage facility at
Yucca Mountain, in the Nevada desert.

Eastern Connecticut is home to four nuclear
power plants—Millstone 1, 2 and 3 and Con-
necticut Yankee. The Millstone nuclear power
plant in Waterford sits on Long Island Sound.
On Millstone’s 500 acres sits tons radioactive
waste. Just north of Millstone, on the banks of
the Connecticut River, is the Connecticut
Yankee nuclear power plant on Haddam Neck.
There, 22 years of spent nuclear fuel sits in a
cooling pool waiting to be removed. All told,
there is more than 1,500 metric tons of spent
nuclear fuel at those two sites.

Establishing Yucca Mountain will begin the
process of removing nuclear waste from these
two facilities. Why is that important? Imagine
an accident involving the spent fuel pools at
Millstone in Waterford. Imagine nuclear water
seeping into the Long Island Sound. What
would happen? Connecticut’s shellfish indus-
try—decimated; Water skiing and recreation in
the Sound—forget about it. The entire Long Is-
land Sound ecosystem would be destroyed for
generations. This is why a vote for Yucca
Mountain is a vote to protect Connecticut’s en-
vironment.

What about an accident at Connecticut
Yankee? what would happen to the Con-
necticut River if spent fuel spilled into it? Con-
necticut’s largest fresh water river—contami-
nated; Salmon and shad, which are just begin-
ning to replenish the river waters—gone and
never coming back. And all of this flowing
south past Interstate 95 and the Amtrak North-
east Corridor into Long Island Sound.

Nuclear waste dumped into the Connecticut
River would destroy New England’s largest
river ecosystem and one of the Nation’s first
American Heritage Rivers. This is why a vote
for Yucca Mountain is a vote to protect Con-
necticut’s environment.

Mr. Speaker, clearly, establishing Yucca
Mountain is critical to Connecticut’s environ-
mental needs. But if you have another reason

to support H.J. Res. 87, let’s look at the issue
from a national security perspective.

Make no mistake—spent fuel in a perma-
nent repository for storage is less susceptible
to terrorist attacks than spent fuel in temporary
sites, especially when the Yucca site is iso-
lated and the temporary storage facilities are
often close to population centers and water-
ways.

In fact, today more than 161 million people
currently live within 75 miles of one or more
nuclear waste sites, all of which were intended
to be temporary. These sites are also located
near 20 major waterways that supply water to
more than 30 million Americans. Highly radio-
active nuclear waste is currently stored in
more than 131 sites in 39 states. A coordi-
nated attack, similar to those on September
11, on two or more of these sites would be
catastrophic.

There is no question that keeping this haz-
ardous waste in miles of tunnels beneath solid
rock in the arid desert provides better security
for storage and monitoring than leaving it
along our undefended rivers and water-
courses.

Access to the Yucca site is already re-
stricted due to its proximity to the Nevada Test
Site and Nellis Air Force Range surrounds the
site on three sides, providing an effective
rapid-response security force.

Establishing one spent fuel site will protect
our environment and strengthen our national
security. Yucca Mountain is one of the few
issues that brings together environmentalists
and defense hawks. Any issue that can do
that is worthy of this body’s support. I urge my
colleagues to join me in support of H.J. Res.
87.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker,
nuclear utilities intend to keep producing nu-
clear waste, and with talk about creating new
reactors this would only add to the growing
waste problem.

The Bush Energy Plan calls for doubling the
number of nuclear reactors in the U.S. by
2040. Yucca Mountain is only designed to
contain the waste from existing reactors.

The GAO report concludes it would be pre-
mature for the Secretary of Energy to rec-
ommend Yucca Mountain as the nation’s nu-
clear waste repository for 77,000 metric tons
of radioactive waste because many technical
issues remain unresolved. Energy Secretary
Abraham recommended the site anyway.

The report said the Department of Energy
(DOE) is unlikely to achieve its goal of open-
ing a repository at Yucca Mountain by 2010
and currently does not have a reliable esti-
mate of when, and at what cost, such a repos-
itory can be opened.

Two hundred ninety-three unfinished sci-
entific and technical issues have yet to be re-
solved before the site can be opened. For ex-
ample, additional study is needed on how
water would flow through the repository area
to the underlying groundwater and on the du-
rability of waste containers which are needed
to last tens of thousands of years.

We should use sound science to solve
these unresolved issues to determine if Yucca
Mountain is really ready to receive nuclear
waste.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
speak in strong opposition to this resolution.

But first, I must thank our colleague, the
Gentlelady from Nevada, for her outstanding
leadership on Yucca Mountain.

She is a champion for her state. She has
said she would lay herself down on the rail-
road tracks to prevent nuclear waste from
coming into her state, and I know she would
do it.

Mr. Speaker, every day, the President and
the Republican leadership claim that they want
to keep the federal government out of people’s
lives and empower states with the flexibility to
govern themselves.

Yet today we are going to override the veto
of a governor and go against the express
wishes of the people of Nevada.

The President has broken his promise to the
people of Nevada. Before his election, he
promised that the decision whether to store
nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain would be
based on sound science.

The science is not sound.
The GAO has identified more than 250 sig-

nificant technical issues that still need to be
resolved before going ahead with Yucca
Mountain.

Mr. Speaker, many Yucca Mountain sup-
porters say: ‘‘We have to put this waste some-
where. Get it out of my neighborhood and put
it somewhere else.’’

I want to remind my colleagues that moving
it out of your neighborhood won’t solve the
problem.

As long as your local nuclear power plant is
running, there will always be nuclear waste in
your neighborhood—the hottest and most dan-
gerous waste, the waste that just came out of
the reactor core.

And transporting the waste puts many more
communities at risk of accidents and terrorist
attacks.

Nor does Yucca Mountain solve our long-
term waste storage problem. By the time the
repository opens, we will have enough waste
to fill it up, and we’ll have to start over again,
looking for another site.

We need to choose a different path. We
need to develop clean, renewable energy
sources that do not produce lethal waste that
will endure for hundreds of thousands of
years.

Mr. Speaker, when we make this decision
today, we should associate ourselves with the
aspirations of a state, protect the environment
of our country, and do the right thing, and vote
against this resolution.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H. J. Res. 87, the Yucca Mountain Re-
pository Site Approval Act. I am happy to join
my colleagues as we approach the end of this
20 year journey to find an appropriate reposi-
tory for spent nuclear fuel.

Common sense dictates that nuclear waste
belongs in a secure and remote location, not
the coast of Southern California. Today, this
House will vote to support one of President
Bush’s national security objectives: the con-
struction of the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste
storage facility.

Congressional approval for the President’s
plan to build the Yucca Mountain facility will
be a step toward resolving California’s power
crisis and will protect our communities from
the unnecessary risk to storing nuclear waste.
Centralizing the storage of hazardous nuclear
waste at the remote Yucca Mountain facility
clearly makes more sense than the current
system of storing nuclear waste at 131 dif-
ferent storage sites including San Onofre, a
nuclear power plant located in my district.
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Today 161 million Americans live within 75

miles of at least one of these 131 storage fa-
cilities. The future security, efficiency and envi-
ronmental advantages of storing spent nuclear
fuel at the completed Yucca Mountain facility
surpass those of any other viable alternative,
including the continuation of the current sys-
tem.

Consider the advantages of the proposed
Yucca Mountain facility. Located on remote
federal land, it would be more than 90 miles
away from any major population center. In
terms of security, the facility would be buried
1,000 feet below the desert surface, the site is
surrounded on three sides by the Nellis Air
Force Range, the airspace above Yucca
Mountain is restricted and the facility would
have its own elite rapid-response security
force.

Scientific studies conducted by the Depart-
ment of Energy have, since 1982, evaluated
the risks to the site posed by volcanoes,
earthquakes, underground water, human intru-
sion and many other potential threats; after
carefully considering these factors scientists
have concluded that the risk to the Yucca
Mountain site over the next 10,000 years are
minimal.

The centralization of spent nuclear fuel at
the Yucca Mountain facility will allow a more
efficient allocation of resources to manage and
safeguard nuclear waste than is possible
under the current system or any other current
proposal for the future. When the technology
that recycles spent nuclear fuel becomes a re-
ality, the concentration of resource at Yucca
Mountain will speed efforts to reduce or elimi-
nate nuclear waste.

Environmentally, even if no additional nu-
clear power plants are built, the need to se-
curely store existing spent nuclear fuel will
continue. Nuclear power is environmentally
friendly, economical and safe. Yucca Mountain
will open the door to the possibility of building
new nuclear power plants, instead of more
coal and oil plants, to meet California’s energy
needs and to avert a future power crisis like
the one experienced last summer. Storing
spent nuclear fuel in a central, secure and re-
mote location that minimizes the threat of con-
taminating water sources, the atmosphere and
our nation’s wildlife is the most environ-
mentally responsible policy possible under
given conditions. The proposal to build a sin-
gle storage site at Yucca Mountain will protect
the environment and public safety better than
building and maintaining several smaller stor-
age facilities throughout the United States.

The arguments of those who oppose the
Yucca Mountain project revolve around the
fear of uncertainty. These arguments point to
the possibility that the scientific assessments
of the Yucca Mountain site could be flawed.
They note that despite all planned precautions
and the extensive experience our nation al-
ready has in transporting spent nuclear fuel,
an accident could occur in transport. Finally,
they hold out the hope that American ingenuity
will develop new technologies that can easily
recycle spent nuclear fuel or even eliminate
the need for nuclear power through advances
in solar, wind and other energies—thus elimi-
nating the need for new spent nuclear fuel
storage facilities. While these points cannot
and should not be ignored, they are them-
selves uncertainties.

Uncertaintly, in fact, is a major reason why
the Yucca Mountain facility should be built.

Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham has
noted that existing nuclear waste storage fa-
cilities, like the one at San Onofre, ‘‘should be
able to withstand current terrorist threats, but
that may not remain the case in the future.’’

Any uncertainty involving spent nuclear fuel
is better addressed 1,000 feet below the sur-
face of the desert and 90 miles away from any
major population center than in the middle of
highly populated places like Southern Cali-
fornia. The construction of the Yucca Mountain
facility is a national security issue. I intend to
support President Bush’s decision to build the
facility and hope that my colleagues in Con-
gress also will back the President.

Mr. Speaker, our journey is about to be
completed regarding Yucca Mountain. I ask
that my colleagues support passage of the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). All time has expired.

Pursuant to section 115(e)(4) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 306, nays
117, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 133]

YEAS—306

Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)

Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Ganske

Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inslee
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)

Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce

Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—117

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baca
Baldwin
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Capps
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Davis (CA)
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Doggett
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Filner
Frank
Frost

Gallegly
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Harman
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Lynch

Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Napolitano
Oberstar
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Pombo
Radanovich
Rahall
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Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Schakowsky

Schiff
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Solis
Souder
Stark
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Udall (CO)

Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—12

Burton
Crane
Hall (OH)
Hyde

Kind (WI)
Nadler
Ose
Riley

Scott
Traficant
Waxman
Weldon (PA)

b 1545

Mrs. KELLY changed her vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.J. Res.
87, just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

f

STOP THE SPREAD OF GAMBLING

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to call the attention of the House to an
open letter from 220 religious leaders to
the President of the United States and
Congress on the spread of gambling.

They said, ‘‘We, the undersigned, rep-
resent a variety of faith perspectives
and religious beliefs. We hold different
convictions regarding many of the
most prominent issues of the day, yet
we are united in our opposition to le-
galized gambling and we respectfully
urge Congress to begin to address the
devastation that gambling has wrought
on our children and families and com-
munities as a Nation.’’

And then they go on to talk about
the faith community can provide
countless stories of families shattered
by gambling addiction.

It was a full page ad in Roll Call. I
urge Members to look at it and see.
This Congress ought to begin to deal
with this issue of the spread of gam-
bling.
AN OPEN LETTER FROM 220 RELIGIOUS LEAD-

ERS TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS ON
THE SPREAD OF GAMBLING

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We, the under-
signed, represent a variety of faith perspec-
tives and religious beliefs. We hold differing
convictions regarding many of the most
prominent issues of our day. Yet we are
united in our opposition to legalized gam-
bling. We believe it to be a moral and cul-
tural cancer. Therefore, we respectfully urge

Congress to begin to address the devastation
that gambling has wrought on our children,
families, communities and nation. Consider
just the following sampling of gambling’s
toll on America’s citizenry:

Gambling exploits those with the fewest fi-
nancial resources, as both a multitude of
studies and our own experiences in our indi-
vidual communities readily confirm. A few
months ago we were inundated with glowing
press accounts of the Powerball winner from
Kentucky who gambled part of his unem-
ployment check to attain the jackpot. How
many tens of thousands of others in similar
circumstances squandered their meager in-
come chasing this state-sponsored fantasy
and wound up without enough money to pay
the rent or put food on the table? According
to the National Gambling Impact Study
Commission (NGISC), individuals earning
less than $10,000 per year spend more on lot-
tery tickets every year than any other in-
come group.

Each of us—and the faith communities we
represent—could provide countless stories of
families shattered by gambling addiction.
We are often the ones forced to pick up the
pieces of lives ripped apart by divorce and
domestic violence. According to a survey by
the NGISC, gambling has been responsible,
in whole or in part, for more than 2 million
divorces in recent years. Child abuse and ne-
glect are other effluents of gambling’s explo-
sive growth. In addition, research indicates
that children of gambling addicts do more
poorly in school, experience more behavioral
problems, and are more susceptible to gam-
bling addiction themselves.

The gambling boom has made our commu-
nities more dangerous places to live. Gam-
bling operations attract crime, and they cre-
ate new criminals out of otherwise law-abid-
ing citizens. Studies confirm that more than
half of gambling addicts will engage in ille-
gal activities—everything from embezzle-
ment to armed robbery—to fund their com-
pulsion to gamble.

Gambling has subverted the rightful role of
government as protectorate of the people.
Casinos in particular have bought favors
with politicians at all levels, thus enabling
them to spread their poison product into
even more communities. In the most recent
election, gambling interests lavished $10.9
million on candidates and parties at the fed-
eral level alone. That does not include the
multi-millions spent on lobbying, nor does it
take into account that gambling interests
have become the single most powerful force
in a number of state governments. All of this
influence comes at a terrible price that is
paid for by the gambling industry’s mul-
titude of victims.

The rapid increase in legal gambling op-
portunities has created a concomitant boom
in the number of gambling addicts. Accord-
ing to the NGISC, more than 15 million
Americans struggle with a significant gam-
bling problem—and the repercussions are
often profound. Perhaps no single statistic
better reveals the depth of despair associated
with gambling addiction than this: One in
five of those who become addicted to gam-
bling will attempt to take his or her own
life.

Legal gambling operations entice teen-
agers to delve into this dangerous activity.
Many become trapped. Studies show that the
rate of gambling problems among adoles-
cents is dramatically higher than that for
adults. Hundreds of thousands of teens regu-
larly access casinos, lotteries, and other
legal betting venues despite age regulations
to the contrary. Further, aggressive and om-
nipresent gambling advertising campaigns
disparage the ethic of work, diligence and
study while bombarding teens with the idea
that gambling is the means to get rich
quick.

Gambling has become a blight on our na-
tion’s cultural landscape. As religious lead-
ers, we see the gambling-induced pain and
devastation among many of those who look
to us for spiritual guidance. Thus, we stand
together not only in our concern, but in our
commitment to oppose this predatory and
destructive industry. We call on members of
Congress to place America’s citizens and
families ahead of the false promises and
hefty political contributions of the gambling
industry, and to begin to address this rapidly
growing menace to our national welfare.

Sincerely,
Dr. Mark Bailey, President, Dallas Theo-

logical Seminary.
The Rt. Rev. Charles E. Bennison, Jr.,

Episcopal Diocese of Pennsylvania.
Dr. Ron Black, Executive Director, Gen-

eral Association of General Baptists.
Dr. Bill Bright, Founder and Chairman,

Campus Crusade for Christ.
David Bryant, Chairman, America’s Na-

tional Prayer Committee.
Commissioner John Busby, National Com-

mander, The Salvation Army.
Dr. Gaylen J. Byker, President, Calvin Col-

lege.
Tony Campolo, Ph.D., President, The

Evangelical Association for the Promotion
of Education.

Dr. Judson Carlberg, President, Gordon
College.

Dr. Morris H. Chapman, President & CEO,
Southern Baptist Convention, Executive
Committee.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board,
Prison Fellowship Ministries.

Dr. Clyde Cook, President, Biola Univer-
sity and Talbot School of Theology.

Kenneth L. Connor, President, Family Re-
search Council.

Dr. James C. Dobson, President, Focus on
the Family.

David H. Engelhard, General Secretary,
Christian Reformed Church in North Amer-
ica.

Dr. Tony Evans, President, The Urban Al-
ternative.

Reverend Jeff Farmer, President, Open
Bible Churches.

Bruce L. Fister, Lt. Gen. USAF (Ret.), Ex-
ecutive Director, Officers’ Christian Fellow-
ship.

Leighton Ford, President, Leighton Ford
Ministries.

Dr. Stan D. Gaede, President, Westmont
College.

Rev. Dr. Thomas W. Gillespie, President,
Princeton Theological Seminary.

William Graham, Acting Dean, Harvard Di-
vinity School.

The Rt. Rev. J. Clark Grew II, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Ohio.

Bishop Susan W. Hassinger, United Meth-
odist Church, Boston Area.

Rev. Paul Hirschy, Bishop, Church of the
United Brethren in Christ, USA.

Dr. David W. Holdren, General Super-
intendent, The Wesleyan Church.

Clyde M. Hughes, Bishop, International
Pentecostal Church of Christ.

L. Gregory Jones, Dean and Professor of
Theology, Duke Divinity School.

Rev. Dr. Walter C. Kaiser, President, Gor-
don-Conwell Theological Seminary.

Rabbi Benjamin Kamenetzky, Executive
Director, Yeshiva of South Shore.

D. James Kennedy, Ph.D., Senior Minister,
Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church.

Clifton Kirkpatrick, State Clerk of the
General Assembly, Presbyterian Church
(U.S.A.).

Dr. Richard Land, President, Ethics and
Religious Liberty, Commission of the SBC.

Rabbi Abraham S. Lefkowitz, Chaplain,
Nassau County Police Department.

Dr. Duane Litfin, President, Wheaton Col-
lege.
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Max Lucado, Senior Minister, Oak Hills

Church of Christ.
Bishop Joel N. Martinez, United Methodist

Church, San Antonio Area.
Bishop Felton E. May, United Methodist

Church, Washington, D.C. Area.
Dr. James Merritt, President, Southern

Baptist Convention.
Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity

Evangelical Divinity School.
Dr. R. Albert Mohler, Jr., President,

Southern Baptist Theological Seminary.
Dr. Richard J. Mouw, President, Fuller

Theological Seminary.
Harold Myra, Executive Chairman, Christi-

anity Today International.
Father Richard John Neuhaus, President,

Institute on Religion and Public Life.
Dr. John M. Perkins, Chairman, Christian

Community Development Association.
Glenn Plummer, Chairman, National Reli-

gious Broadcasters.
The Rt. Reverend F. Neff Powell, Bishop,

Episcopal Diocese of Southern Virginia.
Dennis Rainey, Executive Director, Family

Life.
Sandy Rios, President, Concerned Women

for America.
Adrian Rogers, Senior Pastor, Bellevue

Baptist Church.
Dr. Rex M. Rogers, President, Cornerstone

University.
Rt. Rev. Catherine S. Roskam, Bishop Suf-

fragan of New York.
Bruce Ryskamp, President and CEO,

Zondervan.
Dr. Emanuel Sandberg, Executive Director,

The Brethren Church.
Bishop Beverly J. Shamana, United Meth-

odist Church, San Francisco Area.
Dr. Dal Shealy, President/CEO, Fellowship

of Christian Athletes.
Ronald J. Sider, President, Evangelicals

for Social Action.
Charles W. Smith, Sr. Pastor, Calvary

Chapel.
Sister Lucille Souza, MSC, Mother Cabrini

High School.
David Stevens, MD, Executive Director,

Christian Medical Association.
Dr. Thomas Trask, General Super-

intendent, General Council of the Assemblies
of God.

Miroslav Volf, Professor, Yale University.
Rev. Jim Wallis, Editor-in-Chief, Sojourn-

ers.
Donald E. Wildemon, President American

Family Association.
Dr. Edward W. Williamson, General Super-

intendent, Evangelical Methodist Church,
International Headquarters.

Jim Winkler, General Secretary, United
Methodist Church, General Board of Church
and Society.

Ravi K. Zacharias, President, Inter-
national Ministries.

ADDITIONAL SIGNATORIES TO THE ‘‘OPEN
LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS’’
The Rt. Rev. Keith L. Ackerman, Bishop,

Diocese of Quincy (IL).
Howard Ahmanson, President, Fieldstead

& Co.
Robert T. Allen, President, National Asso-

ciation of Evangelicals—Arizona.
Dr. A.J. Anglin, President, Trinity Chris-

tian College.
Dr. Jay A. Barber, President, Warner Pa-

cific College.
Dr. James Barnes, President, Indiana Wes-

leyan University.
Rev. Dr. Peter B. Barnes, Senior Pastor,

First Presbyterian Church (Boulder, CO).
Dr. Philip J. Baur, Interim President,

Bethel Seminary of the East.
Dr. Timothy F. George, President, Samford

University.
Michael Glenn, Executive Vice President,

National Religious Broadcasters Association.

J. Gary Glosten, Bishop Suffragan, Epis-
copal Diocese of North Carolina.

William T. Greig II, Chairperson, Gospel
Light Publishing.

Doris W. Greig, Chairperson, Gospel Light
Publications.

Wayne Grudem, Ph.D., Research Professor
of Bible and Theology, Phoenix Seminary,
Past President, Evangelical Theological So-
ciety.

Dr. David J. Gyertson, President, Taylor
University.

Pastor Matthew Heard, Senior Pastor,
Woodmen Valley Chapel.

The Rt. Rev. Henry N. Parsley, Jr., Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Alabama.

Bishop Gregory Palmer, Iowa Conference,
United Methodist Church.

Joe E. Pennel, Jr., Bishop, Virginia Con-
ference of United Methodist Church.

Randy Pope, Pastor, Perimeter Church.
Tom Prichard, President, Minnesota Fam-

ily Council.
Dr. Paul A. Rader, President, Asbury Col-

lege.
Stephen W. Reed, General Counsel, Focus

on the Family.
Larry D. Robertson, Ph.D., State Evan-

gelism Specialist, Tennessee Baptist Conven-
tion.

Dr. LeVon Balzer, President, John Brown
University.

The Rt. Reverend David C. Bane, Jr.,
Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of Southern Vir-
ginia.

Dr. Gayle D. Beebe, President, Spring
Arbor University.

Bobbi Biehl, President, Masterplanning
Group International.

Bishop Bruce Blake, United Methodist
Church, Oklahoma Area.

Richard Bott, Sr., President, Bott Radio
Network.

Robert H. Brindle, Consultant to churches.
Reverend R.O. and Elsa Prince Broehuizen,

Pastor (Holland, MI).
Rev. Edison G. Brooker, Pastor, Rotonda

West Community Church, Chairman, Na-
tional Association of Evangelicals—Florida.

Bishop Warner H. Brown Jr., United Meth-
odist Church Denver Area.

Dr. Homer Heater, Jr., President, Capital
Bible Seminary.

Dr. Kenneth S. Hemphill, President,
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Donald Paul Hodel, Former Reagan Cabi-
net Officer.

Dr. E. Douglas Hodo, President, Houston
Baptist University.

Bishop John L. Hopkins, United Methodist
Church, Minnesota Area.

The Rt. Rev. Barry Howe, Bishop, Epis-
copal Diocese of West Missouri.

John W. Howe, Bishop, The Episcopal Dio-
cese of Central Florida.

Bishop William W. Hutchinson, United
Methodist Church, Louisiana Area.

Bishop Neil L. Irons, United Methodist
Church, Harrisburg Area.

Bishop S. Clifton Ives, United Methodist
Church, West Virginia Area.

Dr. David J. Robinson, President, Houston
Graduate School of Theology.

Dr. William P. Robinson, President, Whit-
worth College.

Thomas E. Rogeberg, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Coral Ridge Ministries Media, Inc.

Bishop Edward L. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Bishop William J. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Dr. Rick Scarborough, President, Vision
America.

Rick Schatz, President, & CEO, National
Coalition for the Protection of Children and
Families.

Reverend Dale Schlafer, President, and
Founder, Center for World Revival and
Awakening.

Alan E. Sears, President,, Alliance Defense
Fund.

Don Schmierer, Program Officer,
Fieldstead & Company.

Dr. George K. Brushaber, President, Bethel
College and Seminary.

Dr. Jerry Cain, President, Judson College.
Bishop Kenneth L. Carder, United Meth-

odist Church, Mississippi Area.
Dr. John L. Carson, President, Erskine

College.
Lt. Gen. Patrick P. Caruana (USAF Ret.),

Board Member, Focus on the Family.
Dr. Daniel Chamberlain, President, Hough-

ton College.
Bishop Ray W. Chamberlain Jr., United

Methodist Church, Houston Area.
Bishop Ben R. Chamness, Central Texas

Conference of the United Methodist Church.
Dr. Bryan Chapell, President, Covenant

Theological Seminary.
Rev. Clifford R. Christensen, Conference

Minister Conservative, Congregational
Christian Conference.

Glen A. Land, Director of Missions and
Evangelism, Minnesota-Wisconsin Baptist
Convention.

Dr. Luciano Jaramillo, IBS–Latin Amer-
ica, Executive Director, IBS–US, Hispanic
Ministries Director.

The Rt. Rev. Stephen H. Jecko, Diocese of
Florida.

Jonathan D. Keaton, Bishop, East Ohio
Conference of the United Methodist Church.

Dr. Keith P. Keeran, President, Kentucky
Christian College.

Dr. Kirby Nelson Keller, President, Evan-
gelical School of Theology.

Jay L. Kesler, Chancellor, Taylor Univer-
sity.

Bishop Hae-Jong Kim, United Methodist
Church, Pittsburgh Area.

Bishop James R. King Jr., United Meth-
odist Church, Louisville Area.

Jerry R. Kirk, Chairman, National Coali-
tion for the Protection of Children and Fam-
ilies.

James M. Kushiner, Executive Director,
Fellowship of St. James.

Max L. Staekhouse, Professor of Christian
Ethics, Princeton Theological Seminary.

The Rt. Reverend John-David Mercer
Schofield, Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of San
Joaquin, Central Third of California.

Bishop Ann B. Sherer, United Methodist
Church, Missouri Area.

Rt. Rev. Richard L. Shimpfky, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of El Camino Real.

Randy D. Singer, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, North American Mission Board, SBC.

Bishop C. Joseph Sprague, United Meth-
odist Church, Chicago Area.

Tim Stafford, Senior Writer, Christianity
Today Magazine.

James R. Stuck, Bishop, Indiana-Kentucky
Synod Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America.

Dr. Lee Snyder, President, Bluffton Col-
lege.

Dr. Richard L. Spindle, President,
MidAmerica Nazarene University.

Peter Sprigg, Senior Director of Culture
Studies, Family Research Council.

David E. Clippard, Associate Executive Di-
rector, Baptist General Convention of Okla-
homa.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board
Prison Fellowship Ministries—Washington,
D.C.

Dr. Paul R. Corts, President, Palm Beach
Atlantic College.

Dr. William Crothers, President, North-
eastern Seminary.

Rt. Rev. Clifton Daniel, III, Bishop, Dio-
cese of East Carolina.

Glenn DeMots, President, Bethany Chris-
tian Services.

Bishop William W. Dew Jr., United Meth-
odist Church, Phoenix, Area.
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Dr. Dennis H. Dirks, Dean, Talbot School

of Theology at Biola University.
Dr. Davis S. Dockery, President, Union

University.
Dr. Joseph L. Lapp, President, Eastern

Mennonite University.
The Rt. Rev. Edward L. Lee, Jr., Bishop,

Diocese of Western Michigan.
Edwin M. Leidel, Bishop of Eastern Michi-

gan.
Dr. Daniel Lockwood, President,

Multinomah Biblical Seminary.
Ernest S. Lyght, Bishop, The New York

Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Dr. Kevin Mannoia, Dean, C.P. Haggard
School of Theology, Azusa Pacific Univer-
sity.

Colby M. May, Esq., Director, Office of
Government Affairs, American Center for
Law and Justice.

Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School.

Bishop Rodney R. Michel, Garden City, NY.
Dr. Vinson Synan, Dean, School of Divin-

ity, Regent University.
Dr. C. Pat Taylor, President, Southwest

Baptist College.
The Rt. Reverend Douglas E. Theuner,

Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of New Hampshire.
Dr. David Tiede, President, Luther Semi-

nary.
Dr. Al Truesdale, Interim President, East-

ern Nazarene College.
Paul Tshimihamba, Associate Pastor, First

Presbyterian Church (Berkeley, CA).
Rt. Reverend Franklin D. Turner, Bishop

Suffragan of Pennsylvania.
Forrest L. Turpen, Executive Director,

Christian Educators Association Inter-
national.

John Tusant, Executive Director, The
Greater Spokane Association of
Evangelicals.

The Reverend David A. Donges, Bishop,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.

Dr. Larry R. Donnithorne, President, Colo-
rado Christian University.

Dr. G. Blair Dowden, President, Hun-
tington College.

Dr. David E. Draper, President,
Winebrenner Theological Seminary.

Ralph W. Dunkin, Bishop, West Virginia-
Western Maryland Synod.

Dr. Maxie D. Dunnam, President, Asbury
Theological Seminary.

Dr. Phillip W. Eaton, President, Seattle
Pacific University.

Bishop Marion Edwards, United Methodist
Church, Raleigh Area.

Dr. Tom Elliff, Pastor, First Southern Bap-
tist Church (Del City, OK).

Bernard J. Evans, General Chairman,
ELIM Fellowship.

Bishop Lee M. Miller, Upstate New York,
SYNOD/ELCA.

State Senator Patricia Miller (IN), The
Confessing Movement within the United
Methodist Church.

Bishop Rhymes H. Moncure, United Meth-
odist Church, Nebraska Area.

Dr. Royce Money, President, Abilene
Christian University.

Dr. Charles W. Moore, President, Northern
Baptist Theological Seminary.

The Rt. Rev. Paul Moore, Retired Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of New York.

Bishop William W. Morris, United Meth-
odist Church, Nashville Area.

Susan Morrison, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Albany, New York Episcopal Area.

Rev. Duane Motley, President, New York-
er’s Family Research Foundation, Inc.

Dr. Bruce Murphy, President, North-
western College in Iowa.

Leslee J. Unruh, Founder and President
National Abstinence Clearinghouse.

Dr. Jon Wallace, President, Azusa Pacific
University.

Dr. Charles Wasielewski Sr., International
Moderator, American Evangelical Christian
Churches.

Peter D. Weaver, Bishop, The United Meth-
odist Church, Philadelphia Episcopal Area.

Dr. C. Robert Wetzel, Emmanuel School of
Religion.

Bishop Timothy W. Whitaker, United
Methodist Church, Florida Area.

Dr. John H. White, President, Geneva Col-
lege.

Bishop Woodie W. White, United Methodist
Church, Indiana Area.

Bishop D. Max Whitfield, United Methodist
Church, Northwest Texas/New Mexico Area.

Donald E. Wildmon, President, American
Family Association.

Bishop Robert E. Fannin, North Alabama
Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Janet Folger, National Director, Center for
Reclaiming America.

Richard J. Foss, Bishop, Fargo, ND.
Jeffrey R. Funk, Executive Director, Hos-

pital Chaplains’ Ministry of America
(HCMA).

Dr. Ira Gallaway, Institute of Religion and
Democracy.

Bishop Elias Galvan, The United Methodist
Church, Seattle, WA.

Albert Mutti, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Kansas Episcopal Area.

David A. Noebel, President, Summit Min-
istries.

Bishop Alfred L. Norris, United Methodist
Church, Houston Area.

Patrick Ortega, News & Public Affairs Di-
rector, Radio Nueva Vida Network.

Bishop Bruce R. Ough, United Methodist
Church, Ohio West Area.

Dr. Roger Parrott, President, Bellhaven
College.

Dr. G. Craig Williford, President, Denver
Seminary.

Sid Wright, Chief of Staff to the Chairman,
Campus Crusade.

Michael Youssef, Ph.D., President, Leading
The Way Radio and Television.

Dr. Carl E. Zylstra, President, Dordt Col-
lege.

f

b 1545

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
3, 2001, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAMSTAD addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

CELEBRATING MOTHER’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I really appreciate the Chair recog-
nizing me as a young lady.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in celebra-
tion of Mother’s Day this Sunday, May
12, a day celebrated in the United
States and many countries around the

world to celebrate motherhood and ex-
press appreciation of our mothers.

Our Founding Father, George Wash-
ington, once said: ‘‘My mother was the
most beautiful woman I ever saw. All I
am I owe to my mother. I attribute all
my success in life to the moral, intel-
lectual and physical education that I
received from her.’’

The first celebration honoring moth-
ers dates back to ancient Greece where
spring celebrations were held in honor
of Rhea, the mother of the gods. Dur-
ing the 1600s, England honored mothers
by celebrating the day called Moth-
ering Sunday on the fourth Sunday of
Lent, and it was in 1872 that the United
States was introduced to the idea of
Mother’s Day by Julia Ward Howe, a
lyricist of the ‘‘Battle Hymn of the Re-
public,’’ with the intention of Mother’s
Day being dedicated to peace.

Thirty-five years later, in 1907, a
campaign led by Anna Jarvis of Phila-
delphia led to the establishment of
Mother’s Day as a national holiday in
the United States. On May 8, 1914,
President Woodrow Wilson signed a
joint resolution which dedicated the
second Sunday in May as Mother’s Day
to express our appreciation of the love
and devotion of our mothers.

My own mother, Velma Porter, who
is no longer with us in the presence but
certainly in my life, in the spirit, has
always been my inspiration. She was
my teacher, my defender and a con-
tinual source of strength and wisdom;
and although my mother and I were
not blessed with material wealth, I at-
tribute the happiness of my childhood
to the enormous strength of my moth-
er and the strength of the community
where we live.

Today, there are an estimated 35 mil-
lion mothers in the United States. In
today’s world, mothers are faced with
the challenge of not only raising chil-
dren alone, but participating as suc-
cessful equals of their male counter-
parts in all walks of life.

We often hear politicians especially
bemoan the fact that there are too
many single female heads of household,
mothers, who are attempting to raise
their children in the proper manner
while they provide an economic and
educational opportunity for their off-
spring. We often criticize women,
mothers, who have been left to raise
their families alone, not through any
fault of their own, but through the pre-
mature demise of their husbands or
through the total abandonment of
their husbands and their children’s fa-
ther.

According to the AFL-CIO, 72 percent
of the women with children younger
than 18, 78 percent of women with chil-
dren between the ages of 6 and 17, and
65 percent of women with children
younger than 6 were in the labor force
in 1997.

Those of us who are affiliated with
Christianity, the Protestant religion,
recall very vividly how Jesus revered
his mother when he was in the middle
of dying and had all of the opportunity
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to concentrate on his dying. He stopped
in the middle of it and told John to be-
hold his mother, and from the cross we
are reminded of the importance and the
love and the strength of our mothers
and the kind of moral character that
they have conveyed on to us.

I would trust that as we go forward
with the congressional agenda that we
will not invoke pain through policy
and through measures on mothers who
attempt in every way that they know
how to care for their families, both
spiritually and economically.

f

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FOR
MOTHER’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
honor of recognition of Mother’s Day
2002 to honor mothers across the world
and to honor the profession and the
calling of mothering.

I make these remarks today in mem-
ory of my own daughter, a wonderful
mother to two little boys before she
died 2 years ago, and in honor of their
father, her husband, who is doing a fab-
ulous job of parenting and mothering
them.

The second Sunday in May is an op-
portunity for each of us to reflect upon
our own upbringing and to offer grati-
tude to the one who has nurtured us
the most, and many of us know first-
hand being a mother is much more
than a biological process. Every day
women who have never given birth be-
come mothers to abandoned, separated
or orphaned children.

Last week, Save the Children un-
veiled their ‘‘State of the World’s
Mother 2002’’ report. The report was as-
sembled to assess the state of mothers
and children in the volatile regions of
war and conflict. The findings of this
report are particularly pertinent given
our Nation’s war on terrorism.

After 23 years of conflict, Afghani-
stan is slowly recovering with assist-
ance from governments and humani-
tarian agencies such as Save the Chil-
dren. Specifically, the report tells us
that investing in mothers is one of the
most effective ways to help post-con-
flict societies achieve reconciliation
and move forward.

Often after enduring years of destruc-
tion and chaos, women step up to play
highly constructive roles as peace-
makers and rebuilders. In Afghanistan,
we know that reconstruction largely
depends upon the reintegration of
women in that society. For this reason,
in December Congress passed the Af-
ghan Women and Children Relief Act
into law. This law will provide vital
educational and health care assistance
to women and to children in that re-
gion.

The need for increased aid to war-
torn Nations, the majority of which are
in the developing world, is clear. Moth-
ers and children in these regions are in-

deed at great risk of death, disease, dis-
placement and exploitation; and be-
cause of those factors, the cycle of dif-
ficulty goes from one generation to the
next.

The United States does not fare as
badly as the developing world in terms
of maternal health; but our country
has its own set of problems, which in-
cludes high rates of violence against
women. This epidemic, perpetrated
against 31 percent of American women,
is undeniably a serious concern; and
while domestic violence is a criminal
justice issue, it is really at its core a
matter of public health.

Women experience 85 percent of vio-
lent victimizations; and each year at
least 6 percent of all pregnant women,
about 240,000, are battered by the men
in their lives. This battering leads to
complications of pregnancy, including
low weight gain, anemia, infections,
first and second trimester bleeding. So
domestic violence poses a considerable
threat to maternal health.

To combat this problem, I have intro-
duced the Domestic Violence Vaccining
and Treatment Act, which would dra-
matically increase the scale of inter-
vention and prevention efforts. My leg-
islation would urge every health care
provider to screen women over age 18
for domestic violence. In the confiden-
tial environment of a doctor’s office,
health care professionals would serve
as a bridge between the patient and the
criminal justice system.

Specifically, my bill would provide
health care professionals with the
training needed to assess women for
signs and symptoms of abuse and then
to supply her with adequate treatment
and referrals. This routine verbal
screening for domestic violence, fairly
straightforward and simple procedure,
would unlock options a woman may
not otherwise pursue and allow her to
see that shelter and advocacy services
may be useful to her.

We know that battered women com-
prise up to 30 percent of ambulatory
care patients, but only one in 20 is cor-
rectly identified as such, and I hope my
legislation will help in clearly identi-
fying victims of violence in order to
pinpoint the perpetrator and to end the
cycle of abuse.

Another goal of the legislation is to
identify problems before they escalate
to prevent in the long term this cycle
of domestic violence from repeating
itself from one generation to the next.
As we well know, a child’s survival is
largely dependent upon the health and
well-being of his or her mother or care-
taker.

So this Mother’s Day, let us bear in
mind the vital role that women play in
creating a peaceful and prosperous
world for all children. As I have point-
ed out, this statement rings true not
only for mothers in our country but for
mothers living in developing countries
around this world.

Women hold families together.
Therefore, women hold communities
and whole Nations together; and thus,

mothers are a crucial link in the liveli-
hood and survival of our Nation’s fu-
ture as well as the future of the world
as a whole.

f

b 1600

RELIGIOUS LEADERS OPPOSE THE
SPREAD OF GAMBLING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, this week
220 religious leaders across the spec-
trum signed an open letter to this Con-
gress and to the Bush administration
calling on the Nation’s leaders to op-
pose the further spread of gambling.

The signers are across the spectrum
of the religious views in this country.
It is time, Mr. Speaker, for the country
to address the devastation that gam-
bling has wrought on our children, our
families, communities and Nation, is
what they wrote.

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize the
significance of this letter. This is not a
message from political leaders, this is
not a message from business or labor,
this is not a message from many of the
usual interest groups that express their
views here every day. Rather, it is a
message from our Nation’s moral and
spiritual leaders. Not often do so many
religious leaders from such broad per-
spectives speak out on any issue. But
when they do, it is noteworthy.

Recall the issues of slavery, the civil
rights movement, elderly and child
poverty, the dangers of communism,
South African apartheid, famine and
humanitarian issues throughout the
world. All these issues commanded the
attention of the Nation’s spiritual
leaders. The incredible spread of gam-
bling is also a call to arms for our Na-
tion’s faith communities.

Why are so many in the religious
community so alarmed? Legalized
gambling, once relegated to a few areas
of the country, continues to spread at
an alarming rate, so quickly that soon
almost every American will be within
driving distance of a casino. Gambling
expansion has swept the Nation, with
revenues jumping from about $1 billion
in 1980 to well over $50 billion today.
That means Americans lose on average
of $137 million every day of the year
from gambling. Let me say that again:
Americans lose on the average $137 mil-
lion every day of the year from gam-
bling.

In short, while the explosion of var-
ious forms of gambling across America
has generated revenue for States and
for the gambling industry, it has left in
its wake human misery that is only
now beginning to be understood. This
misery ends up costing the States more
than they receive and creates a vicious
cycle as the need for social services
dramatically increases. Whether a
State lottery, a casino or a ‘‘cruise to
nowhere,’’ gambling is a losing bet for
funding legitimate social needs.
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Yet in State after State the gambling

industry pours money into the coffers
of political campaigns from both polit-
ical parties in hopes of advancing their
interests. The fact that gambling has
not spread further is a tribute to the
tireless efforts of a few grass roots ac-
tivists in the States. These citizen ad-
vocacy efforts, often outspent by rates
of 20 to 1, have held a levy against an
even greater encroachment by the
gambling industry into every commu-
nity in America.

But the gambling industry has an-
other card up its sleeve and has used it
very effectively in the last decade. In-
stead of going through the normal leg-
islative channels, they have ever in-
creasingly circumvented State grass
roots resistance by going through our
Nation’s Native Americans. Indian ca-
sinos are the fastest growing form of
gambling today. Our Federal policy to-
ward our Nation’s first citizens is in a
terrible state. A few tribes have done
very well, and yet nearly 80 percent of
all Native Americans receive nothing
from gambling. Let me repeat: 80 per-
cent receive nothing from gambling.
The vast majority live in areas where
casinos are simply not viable.

What kind of Federal policy rewards
a few people living in population cen-
ters while the rest languish? There is a
casino that operates in California that
actually has one adult member of the
tribe, one member, and thousands of
Native Americans live in our Great
Plains States and receive nothing. De-
fenders of Indian gambling never seem
to talk about this disparity.

What has the spread of gambling
meant for the country? Some 15.4 mil-
lion Americans are already suffering
from problem and pathological gam-
bling, also called gambling addiction,
which is devastating to the individuals
and his or her family. The effects of
this addiction are wide ranging and
often impact many who are not at all
involved with gambling. It is not un-
usual for a gambling addict to end up
in bankruptcy, with a broken family,
and facing criminal charges from his or
her employer. Youth introduced early
to gambling are particularly at a high
risk for gambling addiction. Of the
over 15 million Americans suffering
from problem gambling disorders, over
half, 7.9 million, are adolescents. There
is a tremendous need for prevention.
Unfortunately, there is no money real-
ly for prevention.

Soon, gambling will be in every home
in America with the Internet connec-
tion. More than 850 Internet gambling
sites worldwide had revenues in 1999 of
$1.67 billion, up more than 80 percent
from 1998, according to Christiansen
Capital Advisors, who track the indus-
try. Revenues are expected to top $3
billion by 2002, and the Congress and
the administration have done nothing.

I would hope this Congress and this
administration would reflect on the se-
riousness of this issue. This is not
about a person making a choice to
travel to Las Vegas or Atlantic City

and gamble for recreation. The reality
is that such a choice takes planning
and some time. As gambling spreads
throughout the Nation, there is less
planning, less time, and much more
availability for potential addicts to
gamble.

With all this hard evidence, our Na-
tion’s religious leaders have been
moved to forcibly speak out. They have
demanded that we ‘‘place American
citizens and families ahead of false
promises and hefty political contribu-
tions of the gambling industry and
begin to address this rapidly growing
menace to our national welfare.’’

Who will speak out against the
spread of gambling, the crime, the cor-
ruption, the family breakdown, the sui-
cide the bankruptcy, the exploitation
of the poor? Our Nation’s religious
leaders have spoken out. I would hope
that Congress would speak out. And I
would say to the Bush administration,
your silence on this issue is becoming
deafening. So the Bush administration
should also speak out.

For the poor, the young, the elderly,
the addicts, the families of America,
hopefully, maybe just someone, some-
one will listen and speak out.

Mr. Speaker, I provide for the
RECORD a copy of the letter signed by
these 220 religious leaders and all their
names.
AN OPEN LETTER FROM 220 RELIGIOUS LEAD-

ERS TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS ON
THE SPREAD OF GAMBLING

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We, the under-
signed, represent a variety of faith perspec-
tives and religious beliefs. We hold differing
convictions regarding many of the most
prominent issues of our day. Yet we are
united in our opposition to legalized gam-
bling. We believe it to be a moral and cul-
tural cancer. Therefore, we respectfully urge
Congress to begin to address the devastation
that gambling has wrought on our children,
families, communities and nation. Consider
just the following sampling of gambling’s
toll on America’s citizenry:

Gambling exploits those with the fewest fi-
nancial resources, as both a multitude of
studies and our own experiences in our indi-
vidual communities readily confirm. A few
months ago we were inundated with glowing
press accounts of the Powerball winner from
Kentucky who gambled part of his unem-
ployment check to attain the jackpot. How
many tens of thousands of others in similar
circumstances squandered their meager in-
come chasing this state-sponsored fantasy
and wound up without enough money to pay
the rent or put food on the table? According
to the National Gambling Impact Study
Commission (NGISC), individuals earning
less than $10,000 per year spend more on lot-
tery tickets every year than any other in-
come group.

Each of us—and the faith communities we
represent—could provide countless stories of
families shattered by gambling addiction.
We are often the ones forced to pick up the
pieces of lives ripped apart by divorce and
domestic violence. According to a survey by
the NGISC, gambling has been responsible,
in whole or in part, for more than 2 million
divorces in recent years. Child abuse and ne-
glect are other effluents of gambling’s explo-
sive growth. In addition, research indicates
that children of gambling addicts do more
poorly in school, experience more behavioral
problems, and are more susceptible to gam-
bling addiction themselves.

The gambling boom has made our commu-
nities more dangerous places to live. Gam-
bling operations attract crime, and they cre-
ate new criminals out of otherwise law-abid-
ing citizens. Studies confirm that more than
half of gambling addicts will engage in ille-
gal activities—everything from embezzle-
ment to armed robbery—to fund their com-
pulsion to gamble.

Gambling has subverted the rightful role of
government as protectorate of the people.
Casinos in particular have bought favors
with politicians at all levels, thus enabling
them to spread their poison product into
even more communities. In the most recent
election, gambling interests lavished $10.9
million on candidates and parties at the fed-
eral level alone. That does not include the
multi-millions spent on lobbying, nor does it
take into account that gambling interests
have become the single most powerful force
in a number of state governments. All of this
influence comes at a terrible price that is
paid for by the gambling industry’s mul-
titude of victims.

The rapid increase in legal gambling op-
portunities has created a concomitant boom
in the number of gambling addicts. Accord-
ing to the NGISC, more than 15 million
Americans struggle with a significant gam-
bling problem—and the repercussions are
often profound. Perhaps no single statistic
better reveals the depth of despair associated
with gambling addiction than this: One in
five of those who become addicted to gam-
bling will attempt to take his or her own
life.

Legal gambling operations entice teen-
agers to delve into this dangerous activity.
Many become trapped. Studies show that the
rate of gambling problems among adoles-
cents is dramatically higher than that for
adults. Hundreds of thousands of teens regu-
larly access casinos, lotteries, and other
legal betting venues despite age regulations
to the contrary. Further, aggressive and om-
nipresent gambling advertising campaigns
disparage the ethic of work, diligence and
study while bombarding teens with the idea
that gambling is the means to get rich
quick.

Gambling has become a blight on our na-
tion’s cultural landscape. As religious lead-
ers, we see the gambling-induced pain and
devastation among many of those who look
to us for spiritual guidance. Thus, we stand
together not only in our concern, but in our
commitment to oppose this predatory and
destructive industry. We call on members of
Congress to place America’s citizens and
families ahead of the false promises and
hefty political contributions of the gambling
industry, and to begin to address this rapidly
growing menace to our national welfare.

Sincerely,
Dr. Mark Bailey, President, Dallas Theo-

logical Seminary.
The Rt. Rev. Charles E. Bennison, Jr.,

Episcopal Diocese of Pennsylvania.
Dr. Ron Black, Executive Director, Gen-

eral Association of General Baptists.
Dr. Bill Bright, Founder and Chairman,

Campus Crusade for Christ.
David Bryant, Chairman, America’s Na-

tional Prayer Committee.
Commissioner John Busby, National Com-

mander, The Salvation Army.
Dr. Gaylen J. Byker, President, Calvin Col-

lege.
Tony Campolo, Ph.D., President, The

Evangelical Association for the Promotion
of Education.

Dr. Judson Carlberg, President, Gordon
College.

Dr. Morris H. Chapman, President & CEO,
Southern Baptist Convention, Executive
Committee.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board,
Prison Fellowship Ministries.
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Dr. Clyde Cook, President, Biola Univer-

sity and Talbot School of Theology.
Kenneth L. Connor, President, Family Re-

search Council.
Dr. James C. Dobson, President, Focus on

the Family.
David H. Engelhard, General Secretary,

Christian Reformed Church in North Amer-
ica.

Dr. Tony Evans, President, The Urban Al-
ternative.

Reverend Jeff Farmer, President, Open
Bible Churches.

Bruce L. Fister, Lt. Gen. USAF (Ret.), Ex-
ecutive Director, Officers’ Christian Fellow-
ship.

Leighton Ford, President, Leighton Ford
Ministries.

Dr. Stan D. Gaede, President, Westmont
College.

Rev. Dr. Thomas W. Gillespie, President,
Princeton Theological Seminary.

William Graham, Acting Dean, Harvard Di-
vinity School.

The Rt. Rev. J. Clark Grew II, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Ohio.

Bishop Susan W. Hassinger, United Meth-
odist Church, Boston Area.

Rev. Paul Hirschy, Bishop, Church of the
United Brethren in Christ, USA.

Dr. David W. Holdren, General Super-
intendent, The Wesleyan Church.

Clyde M. Hughes, Bishop, International
Pentecostal Church of Christ.

L. Gregory Jones, Dean and Professor of
Theology, Duke Divinity School.

Rev. Dr. Walter C. Kaiser, President, Gor-
don-Conwell Theological Seminary.

Rabbi Benjamin Kamenetzky, Executive
Director, Yeshiva of South Shore.

D. James Kennedy, Ph.D., Senior Minister,
Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church.

Clifton Kirkpatrick, State Clerk of the
General Assembly, Presbyterian Church
(U.S.A.).

Dr. Richard Land, President, Ethics and
Religious Liberty, Commission of the SBC.

Rabbi Abraham S. Lefkowitz, Chaplain,
Nassau County Police Department.

Dr. Duane Litfin, President, Wheaton Col-
lege.

Max Lucado, Senior Minister, Oak Hills
Church of Christ.

Bishop Joel N. Martinez, United Methodist
Church, San Antonio Area.

Bishop Felton E. May, United Methodist
Church, Washington, D.C. Area.

Dr. James Merritt, President, Southern
Baptist Convention.

Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School.

Dr. R. Albert Mohler, Jr., President,
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Dr. Richard J. Mouw, President, Fuller
Theological Seminary.

Harold Myra, Executive Chairman, Christi-
anity Today International.

Father Richard John Neuhaus, President,
Institute on Religion and Public Life.

Dr. John M. Perkins, Chairman, Christian
Community Development Association.

Glenn Plummer, Chairman, National Reli-
gious Broadcasters.

The Rt. Reverend F. Neff Powell, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Southern Virginia.

Dennis Rainey, Executive Director, Family
Life.

Sandy Rios, President, Concerned Women
for America.

Adrian Rogers, Senior Pastor, Bellevue
Baptist Church.

Dr. Rex M. Rogers, President, Cornerstone
University.

Rt. Rev. Catherine S. Roskam, Bishop Suf-
fragan of New York.

Bruce Ryskamp, President and CEO,
Zondervan.

Dr. Emanuel Sandberg, Executive Director,
The Brethren Church.

Bishop Beverly J. Shamana, United Meth-
odist Church, San Francisco Area.

Dr. Dal Shealy, President/CEO, Fellowship
of Christian Athletes.

Ronald J. Sider, President, Evangelicals
for Social Action.

Charles W. Smith, Sr. Pastor, Calvary
Chapel.

Sister Lucille Souza, MSC, Mother Cabrini
High School.

David Stevens, MD, Executive Director,
Christian Medical Association.

Dr. Thomas Trask, General Super-
intendent, General Council of the Assemblies
of God.

Miroslav Volf, Professor, Yale University.
Rev. Jim Wallis, Editor-in-Chief, Sojourn-

ers.
Donald E. Wildemon, President American

Family Association.
Dr. Edward W. Williamson, General Super-

intendent, Evangelical Methodist Church,
International Headquarters.

Jim Winkler, General Secretary, United
Methodist Church, General Board of Church
and Society.

Ravi K. Zacharias, President, Inter-
national Ministries.

ADDITIONAL SIGNATORIES TO THE ‘‘OPEN
LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS’’
The Rt. Rev. Keith L. Ackerman, Bishop,

Diocese of Quincy (IL).
Howard Ahmanson, President, Fieldstead

& Co.
Robert T. Allen, President, National Asso-

ciation of Evangelicals—Arizona.
Dr. A.J. Anglin, President, Trinity Chris-

tian College.
Dr. Jay A. Barber, President, Warner Pa-

cific College.
Dr. James Barnes, President, Indiana Wes-

leyan University.
Rev. Dr. Peter B. Barnes, Senior Pastor,

First Presbyterian Church (Boulder, CO).
Dr. Philip J. Baur, Interim President,

Bethel Seminary of the East.
Dr. Timothy F. George, President, Samford

University.
Michael Glenn, Executive Vice President,

National Religious Broadcasters Association.
J. Gary Glosten, Bishop Suffragan, Epis-

copal Diocese of North Carolina.
William T. Greig II, Chairperson, Gospel

Light Publishing.
Doris W. Greig, Chairperson, Gospel Light

Publications.
Wayne Grudem, Ph.D., Research Professor

of Bible and Theology, Phoenix Seminary,
Past President, Evangelical Theological So-
ciety.

Dr. David J. Gyertson, President, Taylor
University.

Pastor Matthew Heard, Senior Pastor,
Woodmen Valley Chapel.

The Rt. Rev. Henry N. Parsley, Jr., Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Alabama.

Bishop Gregory Palmer, Iowa Conference,
United Methodist Church.

Joe E. Pennel, Jr., Bishop, Virginia Con-
ference of United Methodist Church.

Randy Pope, Pastor, Perimeter Church.
Tom Prichard, President, Minnesota Fam-

ily Council.
Dr. Paul A. Rader, President, Asbury Col-

lege.
Stephen W. Reed, General Counsel, Focus

on the Family.
Larry D. Robertson, Ph.D., State Evan-

gelism Specialist, Tennessee Baptist Conven-
tion.

Dr. LeVon Balzer, President, John Brown
University.

The Rt. Reverend David C. Bane, Jr.,
Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of Southern Vir-
ginia.

Dr. Gayle D. Beebe, President, Spring
Arbor University.

Bobbi Biehl, President, Masterplanning
Group International.

Bishop Bruce Blake, United Methodist
Church, Oklahoma Area.

Richard Bott, Sr., President, Bott Radio
Network.

Robert H. Brindle, Consultant to churches.
Reverend R.O. and Elsa Prince Broehuizen,

Pastor (Holland, MI).
Rev. Edison G. Brooker, Pastor, Rotonda

West Community Church, Chairman, Na-
tional Association of Evangelicals—Florida.

Bishop Warner H. Brown Jr., United Meth-
odist Church Denver Area.

Dr. Homer Heater, Jr., President, Capital
Bible Seminary.

Dr. Kenneth S. Hemphill, President,
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Donald Paul Hodel, Former Reagan Cabi-
net Officer.

Dr. E. Douglas Hodo, President, Houston
Baptist University.

Bishop John L. Hopkins, United Methodist
Church, Minnesota Area.

The Rt. Rev. Barry Howe, Bishop, Epis-
copal Diocese of West Missouri.

John W. Howe, Bishop, The Episcopal Dio-
cese of Central Florida.

Bishop William W. Hutchinson, United
Methodist Church, Louisiana Area.

Bishop Neil L. Irons, United Methodist
Church, Harrisburg Area.

Bishop S. Clifton Ives, United Methodist
Church, West Virginia Area.

Dr. David J. Robinson, President, Houston
Graduate School of Theology.

Dr. William P. Robinson, President, Whit-
worth College.

Thomas E. Rogeberg, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Coral Ridge Ministries Media, Inc.

Bishop Edward L. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Bishop William J. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Dr. Rick Scarborough, President, Vision
America.

Rick Schatz, President, & CEO, National
Coalition for the Protection of Children and
Families.

Reverend Dale Schlafer, President, and
Founder, Center for World Revival and
Awakening.

Alan E. Sears, President,, Alliance Defense
Fund.

Don Schmierer, Program Officer,
Fieldstead & Company.

Dr. George K. Brushaber, President, Bethel
College and Seminary.

Dr. Jerry Cain, President, Judson College.
Bishop Kenneth L. Carder, United Meth-

odist Church, Mississippi Area.
Dr. John L. Carson, President, Erskine

College.
Lt. Gen. Patrick P. Caruana (USAF Ret.),

Board Member, Focus on the Family.
Dr. Daniel Chamberlain, President, Hough-

ton College.
Bishop Ray W. Chamberlain Jr., United

Methodist Church, Houston Area.
Bishop Ben R. Chamness, Central Texas

Conference of the United Methodist Church.
Dr. Bryan Chapell, President, Covenant

Theological Seminary.
Rev. Clifford R. Christensen, Conference

Minister Conservative, Congregational
Christian Conference.

Glen A. Land, Director of Missions and
Evangelism, Minnesota-Wisconsin Baptist
Convention.

Dr. Luciano Jaramillo, IBS–Latin Amer-
ica, Executive Director, IBS–US, Hispanic
Ministries Director.

The Rt. Rev. Stephen H. Jecko, Diocese of
Florida.

Jonathan D. Keaton, Bishop, East Ohio
Conference of the United Methodist Church.

Dr. Keith P. Keeran, President, Kentucky
Christian College.
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Bishop Hae-Jong Kim, United Methodist

Church, Pittsburgh Area.
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The Rt. Reverend John-David Mercer
Schofield, Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of San
Joaquin, Central Third of California.

Bishop Ann B. Sherer, United Methodist
Church, Missouri Area.

Rt. Rev. Richard L. Shimpfky, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of El Camino Real.
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Bishop C. Joseph Sprague, United Meth-
odist Church, Chicago Area.

Tim Stafford, Senior Writer, Christianity
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James R. Stuck, Bishop, Indiana-Kentucky
Synod Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America.

Dr. Lee Snyder, President, Bluffton Col-
lege.

Dr. Richard L. Spindle, President,
MidAmerica Nazarene University.

Peter Sprigg, Senior Director of Culture
Studies, Family Research Council.

David E. Clippard, Associate Executive Di-
rector, Baptist General Convention of Okla-
homa.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board
Prison Fellowship Ministries—Washington,
D.C.

Dr. Paul R. Corts, President, Palm Beach
Atlantic College.

Dr. William Crothers, President, North-
eastern Seminary.

Rt. Rev. Clifton Daniel, III, Bishop, Dio-
cese of East Carolina.

Glenn DeMots, President, Bethany Chris-
tian Services.

Bishop William W. Dew Jr., United Meth-
odist Church, Phoenix, Area.

Dr. Dennis H. Dirks, Dean, Talbot School
of Theology at Biola University.

Dr. Davis S. Dockery, President, Union
University.

Dr. Joseph L. Lapp, President, Eastern
Mennonite University.

The Rt. Rev. Edward L. Lee, Jr., Bishop,
Diocese of Western Michigan.

Edwin M. Leidel, Bishop of Eastern Michi-
gan.

Dr. Daniel Lockwood, President,
Multinomah Biblical Seminary.

Ernest S. Lyght, Bishop, The New York
Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Dr. Kevin Mannoia, Dean, C.P. Haggard
School of Theology, Azusa Pacific Univer-
sity.

Colby M. May, Esq., Director, Office of
Government Affairs, American Center for
Law and Justice.

Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School.

Bishop Rodney R. Michel, Garden City, NY.
Dr. Vinson Synan, Dean, School of Divin-

ity, Regent University.
Dr. C. Pat Taylor, President, Southwest

Baptist College.
The Rt. Reverend Douglas E. Theuner,

Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of New Hampshire.
Dr. David Tiede, President, Luther Semi-

nary.
Dr. Al Truesdale, Interim President, East-

ern Nazarene College.
Paul Tshimihamba, Associate Pastor, First

Presbyterian Church (Berkeley, CA).

Rt. Reverend Franklin D. Turner, Bishop
Suffragan of Pennsylvania.

Forrest L. Turpen, Executive Director,
Christian Educators Association Inter-
national.

John Tusant, Executive Director, The
Greater Spokane Association of
Evangelicals.

The Reverend David A. Donges, Bishop,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.

Dr. Larry R. Donnithorne, President, Colo-
rado Christian University.

Dr. G. Blair Dowden, President, Hun-
tington College.

Dr. David E. Draper, President,
Winebrenner Theological Seminary.

Ralph W. Dunkin, Bishop, West Virginia-
Western Maryland Synod.

Dr. Maxie D. Dunnam, President, Asbury
Theological Seminary.

Dr. Phillip W. Eaton, President, Seattle
Pacific University.

Bishop Marion Edwards, United Methodist
Church, Raleigh Area.

Dr. Tom Elliff, Pastor, First Southern Bap-
tist Church (Del City, OK).

Bernard J. Evans, General Chairman,
ELIM Fellowship.

Bishop Lee M. Miller, Upstate New York,
SYNOD/ELCA.

State Senator Patricia Miller (IN), The
Confessing Movement within the United
Methodist Church.

Bishop Rhymes H. Moncure, United Meth-
odist Church, Nebraska Area.

Dr. Royce Money, President, Abilene
Christian University.

Dr. Charles W. Moore, President, Northern
Baptist Theological Seminary.

The Rt. Rev. Paul Moore, Retired Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of New York.

Bishop William W. Morris, United Meth-
odist Church, Nashville Area.

Susan Morrison, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Albany, New York Episcopal Area.

Rev. Duane Motley, President, New York-
er’s Family Research Foundation, Inc.

Dr. Bruce Murphy, President, North-
western College in Iowa.

Leslee J. Unruh, Founder and President
National Abstinence Clearinghouse.

Dr. Jon Wallace, President, Azusa Pacific
University.

Dr. Charles Wasielewski Sr., International
Moderator, American Evangelical Christian
Churches.

Peter D. Weaver, Bishop, The United Meth-
odist Church, Philadelphia Episcopal Area.

Dr. C. Robert Wetzel, Emmanuel School of
Religion.

Bishop Timothy W. Whitaker, United
Methodist Church, Florida Area.

Dr. John H. White, President, Geneva Col-
lege.

Bishop Woodie W. White, United Methodist
Church, Indiana Area.

Bishop D. Max Whitfield, United Methodist
Church, Northwest Texas/New Mexico Area.

Donald E. Wildmon, President, American
Family Association.

Bishop Robert E. Fannin, North Alabama
Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Janet Folger, National Director, Center for
Reclaiming America.

Richard J. Foss, Bishop, Fargo, ND.
Jeffrey R. Funk, Executive Director, Hos-

pital Chaplains’ Ministry of America
(HCMA).

Dr. Ira Gallaway, Institute of Religion and
Democracy.

Bishop Elias Galvan, The United Methodist
Church, Seattle, WA.

Albert Mutti, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Kansas Episcopal Area.

David A. Noebel, President, Summit Min-
istries.

Bishop Alfred L. Norris, United Methodist
Church, Houston Area.

Patrick Ortega, News & Public Affairs Di-
rector, Radio Nueva Vida Network.

Bishop Bruce R. Ough, United Methodist
Church, Ohio West Area.

Dr. Roger Parrott, President, Bellhaven
College.

Dr. G. Craig Williford, President, Denver
Seminary.

Sid Wright, Chief of Staff to the Chairman,
Campus Crusade.

Michael Youssef, Ph.D., President, Leading
The Way Radio and Television.

Dr. Carl E. Zylstra, President, Dordt Col-
lege.
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NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to associate myself with the re-
marks made by the gentlewoman from
Indiana (Ms. CARSON) and the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS)
relative to Mother’s Day and the role
that mothers play in this country. And
I also take the moment to pay tribute
to both my maternal and paternal
grandmothers, as well as my own dear
mother and my wife for the out-
standing roles that they have all
played in giving to the institution of
motherhood.

Mr. Speaker, for the past 39 years,
the President of the United States has
issued a proclamation calling for the
celebration of Small Business Week. I
rise in support of the Small Business
Administration and the designation of
the week of May 5 through 11, 2002 as
National Small Business Week. This
celebration will honor the estimated 25
million small businesses in America
who have created three out of every
four new jobs and generate the vast
majority of American business innova-
tions.

Small Business Week recognizes out-
standing small business owners for
their personal achievements and con-
tributions to our Nation’s economy.
One outstanding entrepreneur is named
to represent each State as the State’s
Small Business Person of the Year, and
from this group the national Small
Business Person of the Year is chosen.
I am very proud and pleased to be able
to congratulate Ms. Diane
MacWilliams, from my 7th Congres-
sional District of Illinois, who is Presi-
dent of Quicksilver Associates, Incor-
porated, in Chicago, for being our
State’s Small Business Person of the
Year.

Armed with a brand new degree in
fine and applied arts from the Univer-
sity of Illinois, Diane MacWilliams
dove head first into a new career in
graphic arts as a new hire in the audio-
visual department with Arthur Ander-
son & Company. Over time, she per-
fected her skills in photography and
graphic arts and began taking on more
special assignments, including a pro-
motional slide presentation for the
Reading Is Fundamental campaign.
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The acclaim for that production con-
vinced her to take the plunge and in
1976 start her own business, along with
a close friend, who later would become
her husband. Thus was born Quick-
silver Associates, Incorporated.

Diane’s work experience taught her
that there was a real need for creative
outsource corporate audiovisual sup-
port. With this in mind, she started
calling on corporate 500 companies,
such as Quaker Oats, CBS, and Inter-
national Harvester. As a pioneer of
smears, zooms, starbursts, and other
new and innovative graphic techniques,
Quicksilver provided corporate cus-
tomers with the creativity needed to
customize their own business presen-
tations. In 1978, Quicksilver won an
International CLIO Finalist Award for
its promotional piece on International
Harvester’s Scout, a sports utility ve-
hicle apparently ahead of its time.

As a premier audiovisual production
studio, Quicksilver employs approxi-
mately 30 people within its four divi-
sions, New Media, Video Production,
Meeting Production, and Planning and
Creative Services, generates sales of
approximately $4.5 million annually,
and hosts a ‘‘who’s who’’ of corporate
clients that include ABN/AMRO, Blue
Cross/Blue Shield, Household Inter-
national, and United Airlines.

As a founding member and former
President of the Make a Wish Founda-
tion of northern Illinois, Diane re-
ceived the first Fountain of Hope
Award and currently serves on the
Board of Directors of the Make a Wish
Foundation of America. Diane and
Quicksilver also have offered their tal-
ents and resources to help other non-
profit organizations throughout the
year.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am indeed proud
to bring to the attention of America
Diane’s achievements, for it is an ex-
ample of how small businesses can
achieve in America. Small businesses
account for 99.7 percent of America’s
employers. They played a vital role in
helping to bring America out of this
economic downturn. To help create and
ensure America’s small businesses con-
tinue to survive, we must engage all
available resources in facilitating en-
trepreneurship development, providing
low or no interest loans and more tech-
nical assistance to programs for small
businesses.

So, again, I congratulate Ms. Diane
MacWilliams, President of Quicksilver
Associates in Chicago, for being our
State’s Small Business Person of the
Year.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, on

May 7, 2002, I was unavoidably absent
due to the primary election in my dis-
trict. Had I been present I would have
voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 127 and
128.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOYER addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.

f

WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to bring to the attention of my
colleagues the plight of the U.S. off-
shore Territories as it relates to wel-
fare reform and the reauthorization
process currently being undertaken in
the House.

Mr. Speaker, although the U.S. Terri-
tories, Guam, Puerto Rico, and my dis-
trict, the U.S. Virgin Islands, are re-
quired to meet all the TANF require-
ments, they do not have access to all of
the tools that other jurisdictions have
to successfully move people from wel-
fare to work.

Mr. Speaker, the Territories are is-
land jurisdictions, where the ability to
move from one jurisdiction to another
in search of work is just impossible. As
a consequence, in the Virgin Islands,
while our welfare rolls have been low-
ered, we have failed to meet the work
participation rates. Despite the fact
there was no work to send the many
willing participants to, we have been
penalized by fines.

This in itself is unfair, given our spe-
cial circumstances, but also consider
the fact that we do not receive several
other sources of funds that States have
at their disposal to overcome similar
obstacles. We get no supplemental
grant funds, even though our average
dollars per person are extremely low;
and we do not receive contingency
funds, even though we have experi-
enced economic downturns and high
unemployment.

That is why the gentleman from
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD) and I have
joined the gentleman from Puerto Rico
(Mr. ACEVEDO-VILÁ) in sponsoring H.R.
4236 to bring parity to the U.S. Terri-
tories as they seek to move their citi-
zens from welfare to work.

b 1615

We will be seeking to have this in-
cluded in a substitute bill. H.R. 4236
would include Puerto Rico, Guam and
the Virgin Islands in the TANF supple-
mental grants for population increases
and exclude this funding from the sec-
tion 1108 cap.

TANF supplemental grants are spe-
cifically intended to assist States, and
it should be territories also, with high-
er than average growth rates and/or
lower than average welfare funding per
poor person. The latter characterizes
my district.

It would also include Puerto Rico,
Guam and the U.S. Virgin Islands in
the TANF contingency fund, and also
exclude this funding from the section

1108 cap. The TANF contingency fund
was intended to assist localities in
times of economic downturns when the
need for family assistance is greater,
evidenced either by significantly high-
er unemployment rates, or significant
increases in the utilization of food
stamps. Both are operative in the U.S.
Virgin Islands, and currently the
TANF contingency fund excludes the
Territories.

H.R. 4236 would also provide Puerto
Rico, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands access to all of the funding
streams under the Child Care Develop-
ment Block Grant and the matching
grant, while excluding this from the
section 1108 cap. These Territories re-
ceive CCDF funding under the general
block grant discretionary funds. How-
ever, they are not authorized to receive
funding under 2 subprograms under en-
titlement grants, the mandatory and
matching funds. Provisions to author-
ize these two funds could provide up to
$70 million for child care if matching
funds requirements were met.

Another area, title IV–E foster care,
we would like to take that out of the
section 1108 cap as well. Title IV–E fos-
ter care is included in the section 1108
cap. As a result, abused and neglected
children in foster care services com-
pete for Federal funds with needy fami-
lies on TANF, poor seniors, and blind
and disabled individuals. This is com-
pounded by the fact that Medicaid is
also under a cap.

We would ask in this bill that the
Territories be reimbursed for providing
transitional medical assistance to
TANF leavers outside of the current
Medicaid cap. States receive reim-
bursement for the medical cost of
TANF recipients while they move into
work. Currently the Territories are not
authorized to participate in this ele-
ment of Medicaid, and even if they
were, because of the Medicaid cap, the
Territories would not be allowed to re-
ceive any reimbursement for these
costs.

If the Territories are expected to
meet the same work requirements as
the States, it is essential that they be
authorized access to receiving similar
Medicaid reimbursements for their
TANF recipients.

Mr. Speaker, I come before this body
because it is important that all of our
colleagues understand the unique
plight of the Territories. We want to
help our constituents make the step
from welfare to work. More than that,
we want to give them a hand up and
out of poverty. I hope that when these
issues are before this body, we will
have the support of our colleagues to
give the Territories parity in the effort
to reauthorize welfare reform and to
give us the tools to make welfare re-
form a real success in our districts.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the House.

His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.

f

GUN AMNESTY ON MOTHER’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, Members
are coming to the floor as we approach
Mother’s Day. I am coming as well.
Many mark Mother’s Day in their own
ways, very diverse ways. But if we ask
the mothers of the Nation what would
they most want for Mother’s Day, the
choice of many would be gun safety
legislation to protect their children.
The proof, of course, is that 2 years ago
on Mother’s Day, almost a million
mothers and their families used Moth-
er’s Day to come to their Nation’s cap-
ital to work productively for just such
legislation. We do not yet have the gun
safety legislation for our children these
mothers so desperately wanted, but in
recognition of Mother’s Day this year,
I thought that it would behoove me to
introduce a realistic piece of gun safe-
ty legislation, recognizing that in
many ways this issue has been off the
radar screen, to find a way to put it
back on the national agenda. And so I
have introduced the Nationwide Gun
Back Act of 2002.

Mr. Speaker, hopefully this is the
kind of gun safety legislation everyone
can join in, whether pro or anti so-
called gun control, because this is sim-
ply about how to help people volun-
tarily get illegal guns out of their own
homes, and jurisdictions would, of
course, participate only voluntarily.

My bill would provide $100 million in
Federal funds, a real pittance in our
budget, to allow cities across the
United States, small towns, counties,
to do gun buy-backs of the kind that
were done so successfully just a few
years ago in the District of Columbia
and in other parts of the country.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms would evaluate the proposals
and distribute the funds. A jurisdiction
would have to certify that it was capa-
ble of destroying the guns within 30
days of running an amnesty program,
and of being fully capable of con-
ducting such a buy-back program.

Let me tell Members why I think all
Members would want to be for this.
There are throughout this Nation mil-
lions of people who know there are ille-
gal guns in their homes who cannot
come forward to get rid of them with-
out implicating a relative. They fear if
they came forward and said take this
gun out of my house before some rel-
ative uses it on another relative, or
somebody commits suicide, they can-
not come forward without implicating
a son, a daughter, a grandson, and so
they sit there knowing that gun is in
the house and unable to get rid of it.

I want to say to those folks who want
to get that gun out of the home, a gun

illegally there, a gun for which there is
no license, we will buy back the gun,
usually for $50 or $100 to encourage
people to come out.

We did this in the District of Colum-
bia; enormous success. Long lines.
More than 6,000 firearms were turned in
in three buy-backs. Not only did we do
this in the District of Columbia, a
number of other cities across the
United States did the same thing. We
did a kind of pilot program that
showed that it could work. The notion
that there would be hundreds of people
standing in line waiting to give a gun
to the cops is, I think, what all of
America would like to see when it
comes to gun safety for our children.

It is children, as we see, who get hold
of these guns, who want these guns,
who use these guns because that is a
child-like thing to do. We need to get
these guns out of our homes. After
using almost $400,000 in forfeiture
money, some HUD money, we had to
stop collecting the guns because we no
longer had funds to buy back the guns,
for goodness sake, on Mother’s Day.

If we want to do something to keep
youngsters from getting hold of guns,
going into the classroom and shooting
at teachers and students, doing God
knows what with guns, let us find a
noncontroversial way of reducing gun
violence. This, it seems to me, is just
that way. It simply says wherever
Members stand on guns, they are for
guns being only in the hands of those
people authorized to carry them. If a
mother or father sees a gun brought
into their home by a kid, allow that
family member to get rid of that gun.
This is the way that I would celebrate
Mother’s Day.

f

HONORING MOTHER ON MOTHER’S
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this afternoon to join with my col-
leagues in celebration of Mother’s Day.
I particularly want to celebrate my
mother. Yesterday was election day in
the State of Ohio; and my mother, and
she is going to be angry when I do this,
who will be 81 years old on April 19, ran
for State Central Committee, unop-
posed, won overwhelmingly.

Mom, here is the campaign literature
right here that was sent out on your
behalf.

I want to say that I have a wonderful
mother and I am so pleased to have the
opportunity to celebrate Mother’s Day
with her this coming weekend. She has
been a guiding light and beacon in the
lives of me and my family, not only my
two sisters, one who lives in California
and one who lives in Cleveland, but my
husband’s family as well.

I want to say to Mary Elizabeth
Tubbs, my mom, happy Mother’s Day. I
am counting on you to stand up on be-
half of all of the 21st Senate District as

the Democrat Central Committee
woman in the State of Ohio.

After learning all of these wonderful
things from my mother, I have to take
a moment and say I am pleased to be a
mother as well. Yesterday my man
child, Mervyn LeRoy Jones, II, 18 years
old, and a senior at Shaker Heights
High School said, ‘‘Mom, I have a great
Mother’s Day present for you, but it
will be early.’’

I said, ‘‘What is it?’’
He said, ‘‘I am going to take you to

school.’’
I said, ‘‘That is good. What are we

going to do in school?’’
He said, ‘‘You and I are going to re-

cite poetry together.’’
He knew that I liked poetry a whole

lot. We go to the class, which is poetry
writing, and I have a favorite woman
poet whose name is Mona Lake Jones.
Mona Lake Jones has written a lot of
culturally sensitive poetry, and one
piece is called ‘‘Being the Mother of a
Black Child: It Ain’t No Easy Thing.’’

So my son and I recited this piece of
poetry together. It goes on to say being
the mother of a black child, it ain’t no
easy thing, it makes you call on Jesus,
and listen to the angels sing.

Mervyn and I alternated these versus
together. The topping on my Sunday
was at the end Mervyn said to his
class, I brought my mother to school
today. And he said, ‘‘You know, Mom,
I am not going to have any money on
Sunday, but I knew how much you
liked poetry so this is your Mother’s
Day present; I recited poetry with you
in poetry class.’’

Mr. Speaker, I want to celebrate and
trust that other mothers around this
country have wonderful opportunities
to celebrate Mother’s Day this week-
end. Those whose mothers have passed
on, or whose children have passed on,
step back and remember some of the
great memories and times you had to-
gether, and think about how blessed
you are to have been a mother or a
daughter or son, or to have someone
who cared as much as mothers care for
you.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE ON MOTHER’S
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I too rise
on this occasion of Mother’s Day week-
end to pay tribute to those who bring
to life and nurture and educate the
children, the families of our commu-
nities and our world, and as my dear
colleague, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES) so eloquently stated in
the prior Special Order, when we think
about it, mothers have the most impor-
tant role in the world because they cre-
ate the love that holds, the center that
holds their families together. I think
that their idealism helps inspire the
world every day, not in big measures
always, but in smaller signs of love and
affection.
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There is no more important person in

a child’s life than the mother and fa-
ther. But as this is Mother’s Day week-
end, I think it is important to point
out that for children learning in
schools, the most important factor in
their success is their mother reading to
them at home.

b 1630

As we think about education, which
is on the minds of all the people in our
country, because education is so impor-
tant to the preservation and the ad-
vancement of our democratic way of
life, having an enlightened republic, it
is important to think about the role of
women and education and the role of
this Federal Government in helping
our families educate their children.

We have heard a lot from this admin-
istration about compassionate conserv-
atism. I have really tried to understand
what that term means. But in speaking
about education, maybe it is important
to put on the record, it is important to
have individuals going to schools and
reading to children. I do it myself. It is
important to have mothers reading to
children. It is the most important act
that they can perform for that child in
the home other than feeding them.

But if you look at this Federal Gov-
ernment and this particular Bush ad-
ministration, though the compas-
sionate side comes out when we see pic-
tures in the paper of the President
coming to Michigan, which he just did
this week just north of where I live in
Ohio, or wherever he might go, and
then you look at the bills that come on
this floor such as the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act this year, it
provides no additional assistance for
education of our children around the
country. In fact, the bill that passed
here authorized an expenditure of over
$24 billion for education at the elemen-
tary and secondary levels, but 2 weeks
later when the President’s budget ar-
rived, it was $4 billion short. In other
words, they might be compassionate,
but the conservative side actually does
not allow them to fulfill their prom-
ises.

Broken promises, that is what com-
passionate conservatism is all about.
Frankly, it is all about nothing. Ask
any of our college students across this
country. They graduate on average
today with a debt of nearly $17,000. Our
physicians, when our medical school
students graduate from college, on av-
erage we force them to have a debt load
of over $100,000. How can a young physi-
cian going into practice manage to
have a practice that is profitable while
he or she has to pay that debt at the
same time as they have to buy all this
medical liability insurance, pay for the
building, pay for all of their instru-
ments and the medicines, and so forth.
Think about the burden that we con-
tinue to place on the future of this
country, on our young people.

So as a woman of our country, as a
Congresswoman, as someone who I
think has some mothering instincts of

her own, let me just say probably the
most important thing I can do is to
support the future, and that is to sup-
port our young people at the elemen-
tary and secondary level and at the
college level and to say to the Bush ad-
ministration, compassion is not
enough. Conservatism is not enough.
You have to do something with the
power you have to help nurture and
grow the next generation. And bur-
dening them with debt that they do not
get out from under until they are 40
years old is not the way to build this
country.

Frankly, we ought to have a program
that allows any student, any young
adult in this country that has that
kind of debt to work it off through na-
tional service on the military side or
the civilian side at a rate of $20,000 a
year. We ought to get them out from
under that debt and take care of some
of the needs of this country, whether it
is in our nursing homes, whether it is
in our forests, whether it is in our
inner city schools, whether it is in our
medical clinics, wherever it might be,
that we take this burden off the next
generation so that they can move into
this 21st century and new millennium
in a way that helps advance America’s
cause.

Happy Mother’s Day.
f

NATIONAL CORRECTIONAL
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STRICKLAND) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor correctional offi-
cers and employees of correctional fa-
cilities across this country. This past
weekend, correctional officers came
here to Washington to celebrate Na-
tional Correctional Officers and Em-
ployees Week. Awards were presented
to officers whose exceptional service
merited special recognition and
wreaths were laid in memory of fallen
comrades who made the ultimate sac-
rifice while on duty.

Corrections facilities are a critical
component of our criminal justice sys-
tem. We rely on correctional facilities
to do just that, correct the errant be-
havior of certain members of our soci-
ety. But a facility comprises more than
just a building. It is also made up of
correctional officers and other correc-
tional personnel who are all highly
trained to work in a challenging and
often dangerous environment. I worked
for many years as a psychologist at a
maximum security prison in Ohio, and
the respect that I gained from my co-
workers during that time is enormous.

Correctional officers are public serv-
ants. Most of the officers I know give
back to their communities in countless
ways. Most recently I was struck by
the sense of community exhibited by
correctional officers in New York City.
While that city was undergoing untold

turmoil in those first 2 weeks following
September 11, correctional officers
worked 20-hour days lending their aid
in the makeshift morgue and helping
to coordinate the massive logistical ef-
fort of keeping the lines of communica-
tion open in Lower Manhattan. What
we saw in New York is typical of all
correctional officers, and I would urge
all of my colleagues to recognize cor-
rectional officers and employees by
joining me in cosponsoring H. Con. Res.
390, a bill that was introduced by the
cochairmen of the Congressional Cor-
rectional Officers Caucus to urge the
President to establish a National Cor-
rectional Officers and Employees Week
so that all Americans can join us in
honoring these very worthy individuals
who contribute so much to our society.

f

RESULTS OF CODEL TO ISRAEL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. DEUTSCH) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, this
weekend three of my colleagues and I
traveled to the State of Israel. We had
several purposes for the visit. One was
a show of solidarity with the Israeli
people in terms of what has been going
on. We visited a number of victims of
terrorist acts, including American citi-
zens, spent time with some families
who had lost loved ones, children, 5-
year-olds, 12-year-olds, 15-year-olds,
again a number of them American citi-
zens. We met with the Prime Minister,
the Foreign Minister, terrorism ex-
perts, the head of intelligence for the
Israeli Army, but I think probably the
most dramatic part of our visit was a
review of a very small collection of
arms that was captured during the re-
cent Israeli incursion.

One thing that American television
press has not given, I think, the Amer-
ican people any sense of is the amount
and the type of weapons that the
Israelis have seized over the last sev-
eral weeks during their incursion. It is
a staggering amount. It was an amount
that if it were placed in this Chamber
from floor to ceiling would more than
fill this Chamber. The weapons are ex-
tensive, mortars, sniper rifles, night vi-
sion glasses, machine guns, weapons
totally outlawed by the Oslo agree-
ments.

But I have a picture here which in
some ways is the most disturbing of
any of the weapons, if they can be
called weapons, that we saw and that
have been captured in the incursion.
This is a suicide or a murder belt, one
of several that we saw and touched and
examined. The belt itself is not a
makeshift belt. It is a manufactured
item. It is clearly manufactured with a
certain degree of technology in the
sense that it is well-sewn and PVC pip-
ing, as you can see, that is stuck inside
of a vest. That was one version. There
are other versions. But I think the
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point of looking at them and the im-
pact is this belt and the weapons that
I described, and I will show some pic-
tures of some of the other weapons
that we saw, this belt was clearly not
made to be put in a museum. This belt
had one purpose, and that purpose was
to kill innocent people.

In fact, of the belts that we saw, had
those belts not been captured, I think
what is clear is that their intended use
would have occurred. And if for no
other reason than stopping the use of
one of those murder weapons, the
Israeli incursion is justified.

I mentioned the belt again because I
think one of the things that the Amer-
ican press has not done enough of is
tell this story. These are mortars
found, again weapons outlawed under
Oslo, weapons that have no use but of-
fensive weapons against Israelis, found
in a number of different locations
throughout the West Bank, in
Ramallah and Jenin, Bethlehem.

Again I am just going to go through
some of these because these are pic-
tures that have not been on American
television up to this point.

Besides the weapons themselves, the
ammunition, just a small sample of the
ammunition from M–16s, from machine
guns. In fact, one of the sickest things
that we saw was a number of buckshot
bullets that we were told the purpose
of them, and there is evidence because
of the forensic evidence of suicide or
murder bombings, is that the buckshot
is actually taken out and the little pel-
lets, the ball bearings are then im-
planted in C–4 to make the weapons
more dangerous.

Again, these are assault rifles, which
also are illegal under the Oslo agree-
ment.

These are machine guns and mortars.
These are rifles that have been modi-

fied for the most horrific use.
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman

from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), who
has taken a leadership role on this
issue and shared the experience of a
witness in terms of the weapons.

Mr. HOEFFEL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding and want to com-
pliment the gentleman from Florida
for his leadership in standing up for
Israel and the people of Israel and for
helping to organize and really being
the guiding light beyond the trip that
four Members of Congress took to
Israel this past weekend. I was pleased
to join that trip led by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH)
and honored to be here tonight to share
some of the findings that we had.

We designed this trip, Mr. Speaker,
to express our solidarity with the peo-
ple of Israel and the government of
Israel in the face of the war of terror
that has faced the people of Israel over
these last few months and even over
these last few decades.
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What has happened recently has been
horrible and is unacceptable, and the

act of terror yesterday is a reminder of
how difficult the situation is and how
the people of Israel face the uncer-
tainty every day, whether they will
face this kind of terror, whether they
will be able to go shopping, whether
they will be able to stand at a bus stop,
whether they will be able to socialize
with friends and family in safety. Too
many times recently the answer has
been that they cannot do that safely.

We feel very strongly that the terror
that has faced Israel must be firmly op-
posed. We heard on our trip from Prime
Minister Sharon that there can be no
compromise with terror. President
Bush has said that there should be zero
tolerance for terror. All four of us, and
I am sure that the whole Congress,
agrees with both of those statements
from those two leaders.

I know those of us on the trip feel
that there cannot be a Yasar Arafat ex-
emption to the ‘‘no tolerance for ter-
ror’’ rule. We need to determine what
we can do as a Nation to help Israel
deal with this challenge and help her in
her undeniable right to defend herself
against acts of terror and to make sure
that we do not set artificial limits or
restraints upon her legitimate right of
self-defense.

Mr. Speaker, let me yield back to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH).
I know that he has other photographs
of some of the illegal weapons that we
inspected, all of which were in viola-
tion of the Oslo Agreements.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, before
the gentleman yields back, I know the
gentleman has some very strong words,
and the first picture I had up was the
murder belts that we reviewed. If the
gentleman could just describe them in
his own words, I think that is helpful
to people.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
be happy to do so. I must say that I
have never seen a more evil thing than
the suicide bombing vest that we in-
spected as part of the seized weapons
and munitions that the Palestinians
have stored illegally in the West Bank.
The vest that we inspected from a dis-
tance looks innocuous. It is a plain
gray, down-filled vest. Close inspection
indicated that it was manufactured in
China with a Western logo. It is called
the Masters Company and the Masters
name is on the vest, obviously intended
for a Western audience. But inside the
vest, a webbing has been sown and
straps that are designed to hold small
pieces of PCV piping, tubing; and the
experts informed us that inside of
those tubes, the suicide bombers place
their C–4 explosives and a collection of
ball bearings. So when the explosion
occurs, it kills the suicide bomber, the
explosive force kills and maims people
around the bomber, and the ball bear-
ings just shred the people that are in
the vicinity of the bomber.

Our delegation met with a former
constituent of mine who is now a resi-
dent of Israel who was the victim of
one of these bombings. Her name is
Gila Weiss. She was stepping onto a

bus at the Jewish market in Jerusalem
when a suicide bomber stepped off and
the vest detonated, killing six people,
wounding 40, including Gila Weiss.
Now, her devastating injuries are just
appalling; but the doctors are confident
that she will have a recovery and hope-
fully regain all of her eyesight that has
been threatened by this explosive blast.
She is pockmarked with shrapnel
marks, but they have all been removed
and the doctors believe she will heal
well.

The most encouraging thing about
this was her spirit, Mr. Speaker. Her
father, my constituent, flew over when
they learned, her parents learned of her
injuries and asked her in the hospital,
‘‘Honey, do you think now it is time for
you to come home?’’ And this brave
woman responded ‘‘Daddy, I am home.’’
And that is the spirit of confidence and
resolve that our delegation found
throughout Israel. It is because of that
spirit that I am confident that the
State of Israel will continue to exist
and to thrive, and I look forward to
giving my full support to that.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments.

Before I yield to our next speaker,
what I would like to do is show a cou-
ple of other pictures that have not been
in the American press. I talked about
the weapons seized in the incursions
over the last couple of weeks. There is
a very dramatic incident which, unfor-
tunately, the incident was reported,
but not the scope I think accurately,
and that is the ship Karine A, which
Israeli commandos seized. We have
read about it, but to view it and really
spend at least an hour and a half look-
ing at the weapons and understanding
what they were and the actual oper-
ation was very significant.

These weapons were about $20 million
worth of weapons from Iran. They were
basically off the factory, off the fac-
tory, literally off the factory, bated
with serial numbers and dates. First of
all, 90 percent of the weapons were out-
side of the Oslo Agreement, maybe 95.
They were weapons not for a police
force, but for an army. Beyond mor-
tars. In fact, they included rockets
with explosive charges tied to those
rockets. The equivalent of American
TOW missiles, which are devices used
to attack tanks, to be able to steer the
tanks after they have been shot, so-
phisticated tank mines that were made
out of plastic so they could not be de-
tected by metal detectors. This is a
picture of just some of the mortars.
Again, if one was to fill, it would be
about half of this room, the amount of
weapons that were on that ship. One of
the most disturbing things, and again,
the Karine A incident, our Secretary of
State, Colin Powell, has publicly
talked about the direct connection
with Chairman Arafat in terms of pur-
chasing those weapons and being in-
volved in the shipping of those weap-
ons. Effectively at this point, Chair-
man Arafat does not deny that he tried
to get the weapons in. At this point it
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is not a debatable point about his per-
sonal involvement in bringing in just
these extensive, very extensive weap-
ons from Iran.

But one of the other pictures which
just gives us a sense of what this whole
operation, the Karine A, was about,
this is one of the containers that all of
the weapons were in. All of the weap-
ons on the ship were placed in some
very sophisticated water-tight con-
tainers. In fact, some of the weapons
were modified, some of the larger mor-
tars, or mortar launchers were actually
modified so that they could actually fit
inside of those containers which are
very sophisticated containers. Just a
part of the sophistication, which we
can see sort of on top, is there was a
part of the container that actually had
a balance between air pressure and
water to literally place the containers
at a certain depth in the Mediterra-
nean Sea.

I mean, this is a well thought-out
military action. In fact, there were
buoys with each of the containers so
that they could be picked up by Pales-
tinian Authority operatives in the
Mediterranean Sea. It is a sense of the
scope of what the Israelis are facing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE), who
I have listened to his words and I do
not believe there is a Member, of the
435 Members in this Chamber, who has
spoken more passionately and more ef-
fectively about the issues that America
and Israel are facing in the Middle
East, or who has been stronger and
more forceful with his words.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I am very
humbled by his words; and I am con-
fident that they are overly generous. If
anyone that might be looking in, Mr.
Speaker, is paying attention at all, one
would observe that Democrats and Re-
publicans, liberals and conservatives,
as we did in the resolution last week,
are truly united in this institution in
our belief in the preservation of the
dream of Israel and our prayer for
peace in the region.

I pray, Mr. Speaker, for the peace of
Jerusalem almost every day. I pray for
the peace not just of the Jewish people
of Jerusalem, but for the Christians
and the Muslims and the people who
profess no particular religious beliefs.
It is against that backdrop that I
grieve with my colleagues today over
the most recent loss of human life.

I think of the time of hope out of
which we come to this place, Mr.
Speaker. We come from several weeks
where suicide bombings had come to an
end, the efforts on the part of the
Israeli military to rend asunder those
who would use terrorist violence, who
would use teenagers with bombs
strapped around their chests as walk-
ing human weapons, targeting young
families on the streets of Israel. We
had seen them on the run, Mr. Speaker.
We had seen evidence of the success of
the Israeli military in their war on ter-
rorism in the region.

Then we moved, with some U.S. pres-
sure and encouragement, into a posture
where the head of the Palestinian Au-
thority was allowed to leave his com-
pound in Ramallah just a matter of
days ago, the Prime Minister of Israel
comes to the United States, and
against this backdrop of hope, vir-
tually as Prime Minister Sharon sits in
the Oval Office, more innocent lives
are lost. Over a dozen dead, dozens in-
jured in two separate terrorist attacks.

Appropriately, the Prime Minister of
Israel ended all discussions of the
peace plan that he brought to our
shores and has returned to see to it
that his people might not be made the
subject of blackmail.

So we rise today in the latest of a se-
ries of Special Orders on this floor, Mr.
Speaker, to state facts for what they
truly are. Let us bring a few facts, if
we can, into the record.

First and foremost, with regard to
the role of the United Nations, let us
understand, as Americans, as people
who are committed since the inception
of Israel’s return to her historic home-
land in 1948, that we are a nation com-
mitted to the territorial integrity and
preservation of the Jewish State of
Israel, that the United Nations is not
similarly motivated, Mr. Speaker.
That in fact, there is extraordinary
evidence of a double standard by the
United Nations. Why, Mr. Speaker, I
would ask rhetorically do we have no
fact-finding missions investigating
massacres performed by Palestinian
extremists? Yet, there is talk in the
United Nations of an investigation into
the so-called Jenin massacre, which,
according to the Boston Globe, has al-
ready been determined to have vir-
tually been a hoax. According to the
Boston Globe, the Palestinian
Authority’s allegations are crumbling
under the weight of eye witness ac-
counts from Palestinian fighters who
participated in the battle and camp
residents who remained in their homes
until the final hours of fighting, all
told journalists that they were allowed
to surrender and evacuate.
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Mr. Speaker, there has been no mas-
sacre in Jenin, and yet the United Na-
tions continues to pursue its one-sided
policies.

Fact number one: The solution lies
not in the United States.

Fact number two: Let us make no
mistake about it, as there are those
even in our own country who would
call on concessions with regard to the
13 Palestinian militants currently held
within the Church of the Nativity, let
us have a fact on the table, Mr. Speak-
er. No other country will accept these
13 Palestinian militants. Yet many in
our own State Department would have
Israel sit down at the table of negoti-
ating and trust with them.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I truly believe
that the recent attacks demonstrate
that Israel’s efforts in the war on ter-
rorism are incomplete; that, sadly, be-

cause of pressure from the United
States of America, it appears as
though, based on the two suicide at-
tacks of recent days, that we have
asked our ally to stop a war before it
was over.

So I rise today with my colleague,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH), and others who we will hear
from to say that America must allow
Israel to complete this operation. We
must allow Israel to remove the ter-
rorist elements from their proximity.
We are in the same position. We are
taking our war against terrorism to
the terrorists, and Israel must be al-
lowed to pursue the terrorists in her
midst.

As I said in the beginning, Mr.
Speaker, I pray for the peace of Jeru-
salem. I ask, as did the Psalmist, that
those who love God would be secure,
that there would be peace within her
walls, security within her citadels. As
the Psalmist goes on to write, ‘‘For the
sake of my brothers and friends, I will
say, peace be within you.’’

I rise today as a Christian conserv-
ative Member of this institution. I rise
to speak humbly on behalf of, Mr.
Speaker, millions of my brothers in the
Christian faith, and sisters, who share
the passion that my colleague associ-
ated with me does.

They are people who on Sunday
morning and Sunday night and
Wednesday night fill the pews of little
buckboard churches that dot the land-
scape of districts just like mine in the
heartland of America, and they are
people who have a passion for the
dream that is Israel.

So let there be no mistake to those
who would observe among our col-
leagues and to the wider world that
this is a Congress that is united across
the lines of geography, across the lines
of partisanship, and even across the
lines of faith to come alongside our
partner, our ally, and our friend in her
darkest hour.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Again, Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the comments of the gen-
tleman from Indiana. I really have
learned a lot from the several state-
ments he has made over the last couple
of weeks.

Those of us who left to go on this trip
literally left as soon as we took the
vote last Thursday in support of Israel,
in solidarity with Israel, but also spe-
cifically in understanding what the
Israeli government is doing in terms of
its military operation.

As the gentleman will recall, and as
people watching might very well recall,
it was a debate in this Chamber. It was
an overwhelming support. Over 90 per-
cent or about 90 percent of the Mem-
bers that voted, voted in support of
that effort.

I can tell the Members a couple of
things. First off, we delivered copies of
that resolution to victims in hospitals,
to the Prime Minister, to families who
had lost loved ones. I can tell Members
that it meant a great deal to them that
they are not alone, that there is a con-
nection between the United States and
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the people of the United States and the
people of Israel; that we should do as
much as we can do to make that real,
because unfortunately, they do feel
alone.

I sat through really the entire debate
last Thursday, and again, generally we
do not sit through entire debates, but I
wanted to hear my colleagues who were
speaking against the resolution. It was
a disturbing afternoon.

One of the things that we have talked
about is I would welcome any of my
colleagues in a discourse, because as
the gentleman knows, our debates are
not really debates, they are state-
ments. They are very difficult. In this
setting we can have discourse. I would
hope that any of those colleagues
would join us this evening and enter
into a discourse about some of the
statements that they made.

I would also offer to those colleagues,
and we have done it before in this
Chamber, an Oxford-style debate for
them in a discourse way to try to de-
fend some of those positions. Some of
those positions, again, I found dis-
turbing, shocking, and ignorant.

I will mention one, and there is no
reason to mention a Member’s name.
One of the Members in this Chamber
actually stood at this podium and put
up two pictures of two young girls, a
young girl who was a suicide bomber
about 19 years old and a young girl who
was killed by that suicide bomber.

We saw the supermarket where that
incident occurred. I cannot think of
many sicker, more immoral compari-
sons than was delivered right at this
podium less than a week ago. I would
ask my colleague just to share
thoughts that he had during that de-
bate, as well.

Mr. PENCE. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, I want
to congratulate the gentleman and my
other colleagues who were able to
make the trip over the weekend to
Israel. I am very moved, as I am sure
anyone is that is watching, to hear
that the pronouncements of this insti-
tution were a comfort to people who
are suffering the loss of family mem-
bers.

I share the gentleman’s frustration
with what we can only describe as the
moral equivalency that many in this
country and some in this institution
ascribe to this conflict, to either side
in this conflict. It is born, in fairness
to our colleague who posted the pic-
tures, that juxtaposition first appeared
to me on the cover of a prominent
American magazine. Who would ever
have conceived that a sympathetic dis-
play of the photograph of a murderer
and the girl she murdered would be pre-
sented on the cover of an American
magazine as two victims of the conflict
in the Middle East? It was an outrage
to me. I have no doubt that our col-
league who used that display was
prompted by that same national maga-
zine.

But it does, it seems to me, belie
some of the moral confusion in the na-

tional media which has infected some
in this institution. But I must tell the
Members, as a friend and colleague, I
was deeply heartened by what I heard
in that debate, taking it in here and
over the television air waves as I did in
my office that day, by the way that so
many of our colleagues seemed, against
an avalanche of seemingly one-sided
international media, to be still under-
standing how the hearts of the Amer-
ican people resonate for Israel; and, as
the gentleman has said many times on
this floor, about the one-to-one com-
parison between what Israel is doing in
the West bank and what the United
States is doing in the mountains of
southeastern Afghanistan, and perhaps,
as we speak, in northern Pakistan, that
it is a one-to-one comparison. We are
doing the same thing.

As our President stood at this po-
dium days after September 11 and pro-
nounced, ‘‘You are either with the ter-
rorists or you are with us,’’ Israel is
the one Nation on Earth, it seems to
me, that has taken up the mantle and
joined us in the battle against ter-
rorism.

So I share the gentleman’s frustra-
tion with many of our colleagues. I
hope those that are with us listening in
in their offices on this late afternoon
who have a different view will join us
for a colloquy of sorts.

I also want to extol the Members in
both parties in this institution who
were willing to rise against media crit-
icism and distortions and stand and
add their names to that resolution that
the gentleman so movingly says was a
comfort to families.

Mr. DEUTSCH. I would also mention,
Mr. Speaker, just in terms of the dis-
course that occurred, on more than one
occasion last Thursday people men-
tioned the Israeli occupation, almost
inferring that it was a justification for
acts of violence. Obviously, it could
never be a justification for the killing
of innocents. The last incident before
this one that occurred was literally a 5-
year-old girl was shot, murdered, hid-
ing underneath her bed.

I think one of the facts that are im-
portant, that people should under-
stand, is that the Israeli government
offered to end the occupation. That is
what the Camp David Accord was
about, where the Israeli government ef-
fectively offered to give back 98 per-
cent of the West Bank and Gaza, of-
fered to end the occupation. So it is
this demented sort of perspective that
if the occupation causes frustration
and violence, well, the Israeli govern-
ment was willing to end the occupa-
tion, so then why did they not accept
it? It ends up bringing some of those
issues in.

I know the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEINER) has some very im-
portant statements, but I wanted to
give the gentleman from Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) an oppor-
tunity to talk, because he was with
some of those people who we passed on
that resolution to. If he could just de-

scribe the interaction, knowing that
the United States Congress had passed
that resolution, and literally giving it
to people, if he can share in his own
words.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
be happy to. I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me.

The people we met in Israel on the
trip this past weekend all knew about
the resolution that the House had
passed the day before. It was a remark-
able demonstration to me of how much
our actions here in the House are fol-
lowed by the citizens and the govern-
ment of Israel.

Everyone we met with, from Prime
Minister Sharon, Foreign Minister
Peres, Security Minister Landau, to
the Mayor of Jerusalem, to Mikeli the
taxicab driver, all knew and all appre-
ciated the work that was done here last
Thursday on a bipartisan basis by pass-
ing that resolution expressing soli-
darity with Israel and denouncing the
terror.

So I thank the gentleman for the op-
portunity just to once more say that
what happens here is followed in Israel.
They appreciated the solidarity that
we expressed, and there was a strong
feeling of appreciation for what we did.

Mr. DEUTSCH. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER), who I
know over the weekend wanted to join
us, but in fact had activities in his own
community showing solidarity and sup-
port for the State of Israel, and has
worked as hard as any Member in this
Chamber for peace in the Middle East.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida for his
statements today and for that kind
compliment, and also for organizing
these opportunities. We frequently in
the House of Representatives are re-
duced to sometimes 2- or 3- or 5-minute
debates on large global issues. This is
now an opportunity, and it is the third
or fourth time we have gathered to
have kind of a reasonable discussion
and back and forth about what are es-
sentially very complex issues.

I want to also offer my thanks to the
gentleman from Indiana who spoke ear-
lier. We also have a tendency some-
times in politics, particularly in this
age of conflict debate, to be overly
morally certain about our position on
things. Sometimes we have debates
about obscure tax policy or tele-
communications policy, and sometimes
we go at it on the floor of this Congress
as if there is no doubt in our mind with
absolute certainty that our position is
correct.

One thing that I would hope we would
be able to agree upon is there is no
moral underpinning for sending one’s
child out to go to a pool hall and then
have them blown to bits by a suicide
bomber. Those 16 young people who
were killed in the latest homicide
bombing, what crime did they commit?
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What political role did they occupy?
What was it that their killing accom-
plished? What form of political debate
is it that was being engaged in when
they were blown to bits while Prime
Minister Sharon was visiting here in
the United States?

There is no moral justification for it.
There are no political ends that they
seek to get that justifies that type of
horror. I would agree with what the
gentleman said, the gentleman from
Florida. The idea that some have em-
braced or even rationalized that type of
activity, saying it is a function of a po-
litical discussion or a political debate,
however feverishly pitched it might be,
over who controls a given piece of real
estate in the Middle East, these are 16
families that are going to be sitting
down to dinner tonight with their
young child missing from the table,
blown to bits by a suicide bomber.

In that context that 350 of our col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans
from all parts of the country rallying
last week to the cause of the U.S.’s
support for Israel, and it was led,
frankly, by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), there are very
few things we agree upon in those large
numbers. But among those who argued
against, there were certain myths that
seem to have been repeated on this
floor again and again, and in some
cases they were responded to elo-
quently, and sometimes they were kind
of left out there in the air.

One of them is the myth that some-
how Israel has to just give peace a
chance, that they have not sufficiently
offered opportunities for peace to take
hold in the area. I think, and I have
said before here, we can argue that
Israel has tried every strategy. They
tried the couple of yards at a time, try-
ing to get to the first down marker.
They tried the Oslo process, started in
1993, step-by-step, giving and conceding
more to the Palestinians in terms of
control of territory.

At this time, 97 percent of the terri-
tories are under Palestinian control as
a result of the Oslo process. Border
checkpoints had been eased as a result
of the Oslo process.
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Well, that three yards and a cloud of

dust strategy was tried. What was the
result? More violence; no concessions
when it came to things like not teach-
ing young people in the Palestine terri-
tories to hate Israel; to removing ref-
erence in their textbooks referring to
Israel and Jews as evil entities. So the
Oslo process was tried by the Israelis
and rejected in large measure by the
Palestinians.

Then Camp David, as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH) mentions.
That to me was kind of like the Hail
Mary pass. Well, let us see what will
happen if we try giving them every-
thing they ask for. Well, that was not
only rejected, but it was met with no
counteroffer on the part of the Pal-
estinians and the largest outburst of
violence called the Second Intifada.

Well, what do we have left? Now we
have plans to get to plans to get to
plans. And those, too, Israel has em-
braced and the Palestinians have not.
We had the Mitchell Plan, very tough
for Israel, telling them to withdraw
from settlements of areas that many
people believe in their heart of hearts
are part of Israel proper. Israel accept-
ed the Mitchell Plan; the Palestinians
refused.

Then you have the Tennant Plan to
get you to the Mitchell Plan. Again, it
requires very tough things of Israel.
Israel said okay, we accept it. It was
CIA Director Tennant here from the
United States, sent on behalf of our
government, who negotiated this plan.
The Palestinians said no to that. We
even had the Chaney Plan to get you to
the Tennant Plan to get you to the
Mitchell Plan. Even this level of
incrementalism Israel chose to accept.
The Palestinians said no because they
refused to do thing one, which was to
stop the violence, stop it for a period of
time, allow negotiations to take place.

So the first myth that came up in the
debate on the floor was that Israel
needs to just give peace a chance and
we in the United States need to step
back, not be as supportive of Israel, be-
cause she has not. Clearly a myth.

The second myth that has emerged
again and again in this debate and it
has seeped into the mainstream media
is that the problems there are a prod-
uct of Prime Minister Sharon’s intrac-
tability; that if it only was not Sharon
and the way he behaves in his bellicose
manner, maybe we would not have all
of these problems.

Well, I would make two points about
that. One is the Intifada that has start-
ed this violence, that has led to 76 sui-
cide attacks since October of 2000,
started under Prime Minister Barak.
Frankly, he was in for 4 months while
this violence was ratcheted up and
ratcheted up and ratcheted up. No one
could argue that Prime Minister Barak
was so anti-Palestinian, bellicose and
confrontational. He actually lost his
prime ministership because he was too
generous in what he was offering the
Palestinians. Yet that is conveniently
ignored by opponents of Israel today
who want to lay this all at the feet of
Ariel Sharon, with the simplistic ex-
planation of what is going on.

Let us not forget something else. Vir-
tually every corner of Israeli political
life today has articulated support for
Prime Minister Sharon’s efforts to
weed out terrorism wherever it can be
found, essentially has articulated sup-
port for the Bush doctrine, Israeli
style. So the myth that this is a Shar-
on-created problem is just that, a
myth.

A third myth that was repeated again
and again, and I heard it last night on
the news again, is that the Israelis
have used excessive force on the face of
the onslaught of terrorism.

We have as of this morning dropped
one bomb for every member of the
Taliban in Tora Bora. We have un-

leashed a record number of armaments
in that area. We do so because we know
how important it is to do whatever is
necessary to root out the Taliban, to
root out bin Laden and to root out his
henchmen.

The Israelis have made a different de-
cision. They are not flying over the
Palestinian territories, going to
Ramallah and saying there is 44 of
these suicide bombers coming from
Ramallah, we are going to level
Ramallah. They are going house to
house, down dark alleys, and making a
conscious decision to increase the num-
ber of casualties.

Excessive force? If the Israelis really
wanted to root this out in a way that
we have done it in Tora Bora, they
would do it from afar. But they will
not do that. It is not the way they are
as a people and it is not the way they
choose to deal with the Palestinians as
a people either.

So what has happened? Israelis going
door to door with pictures of wanted
terrorists, knocking on the door, try-
ing to find them, and they are getting
killed as a result. Far from excessive
force. The exact opposite. Probably the
most moral execution of a war you can
possibly imagine.

And the standoff that goes on today
at the Church of the Nativity. Can you
imagine, just imagine for a moment,
first of all, the utter contempt of the
terrorists to seek refuge in such a holy
place. But can you imagine any other
country with 13 assassins, suicide
bombers, people who have done harm,
can you imagine for a moment one of
the evil men that attacked my city of
New York, imagine if we knew one of
them was in a local church? Would we
encircle it and wait and wait and wait
until they came out, out of respect for
that church? Probably not. No country
would do that perhaps except for Israel.
Why? Because Israel has been the care-
taker of the religious crossroads of the
world for its entire 44 years with the
utmost respect. Anyone who visits
Israel can attest to that.

If you look at the various places, an
entire government commission was
created, a government agency was cre-
ated just for the purposes of protecting
and ensuring the health and security of
non-Jewish holy sites in the Holy Land
because that is the way Israel chooses
to do it. So this idea that excessive
force has been used is another myth.

And the final myth, and this is the
one that perhaps is a favorite of those
in the media, and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH) referenced it
earlier, is the notion that we have to
create an environment that the mod-
erate Arab states can help us forge.
Where is this moderate Arab state? Is
it Iran, who tried to export 50 tons, I
believe is the number, of armaments
that cannot only be used against
Israeli citizens, ships and planes, but
just as easily against a United States
ship or plane or people? Is that our
moderate friend?
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How about the Saudis? The Jerry

Lewis of fundraising for suicide bomb-
ers. Are they the moderates that pro-
duced 15 of the 19 suicide bombers? Are
these the people that came to the
United States to meet with our Presi-
dent of the United States and engage in
a front page New York Times lecture
about our moral responsibility? This is
the country, this totalitarian regime
that is run by a few hundred princes
and potentates?

Who are these moderates? Maybe it is
Syria, Hafez Assad, the new head of
Syria? He is an ophthalmologist or an
orthopedist or an orthodontist. I do not
know what he is. He was educated at
the Sorbonne so we start to say maybe
he is going to be the moderate face of
the Middle East. What does he do? He
turns over his government in whole, in
toto, to Hezbollah which continues on
the other front that Israel has, their
northern front, continues to use Leb-
anon as a launching place for more ter-
rorism.

This is another myth that the mod-
erate Arab states will rise up. I will
tell you who is going to rise up. The
people of the Palestinian territories
will rise up and say what the Egyptians
said, what the Jordanians have said,
and what other people who have sought
to make peace have said.

In every case where someone said to
Israel, here is our hand of peace, there
has been peace. The Egyptians decided
through the heroism of Anwar Sadat,
maybe we should learn to get along,
live together. Peace did not take that
long to do.

King Hussein of Jordan made the
same decision. The moment that it
comes that the Palestinian peoples
choose through a nonviolent, through
negotiations that they want a home-
land, that they want an economy that
is not in rubbles, that they want to
peacefully co-exist with Israel, I can
tell you that it will happen in weeks.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH) correctly points out the oc-
cupation is hardly even an issue any
more. The Israeli people, the Israeli
government say we will negotiate an
end to the occupation in exchange for
peaceful co-existence.

Let us not forget that in the final
analysis, Israel is ringed by Arab na-
tions who fundamentally like the idea
that the Palestinian people are waging
a war against Israel. They are a surro-
gate army. It is the Palestinian people
themselves that have to make the deci-
sion. They say we no longer want lead-
ership that turns over our faith to
Hamas to go blow up children at a pool
hall. We no longer want to turn over
our faith to Yasir Arafat who says no
to an offer of everything simply be-
cause he wants to continue to nego-
tiate or because he does not want
Israel’s right to exist.

When the Palestinian people rise up
and say, you know, my little 5-year-old
girl should not be seeing cartoons on
Palestinian terrorism saying put down
your books, put down your toys and

pick up your guns, when the Pales-
tinian people decide they are not going
to go to protests, holding their 5, 6-
year-old boys and girls on their shoul-
der with mock suicide bombs around
their waists, there will be peace. Until
then it is the United States supporting
a peaceful country of Israel who is try-
ing desperately to do what we have
been doing since September 11; des-
perately trying to survive, trying to
have an environment where they are
not afraid to send their kids to school,
not afraid to send them out for a slice
of pizza, not afraid to send them out to
a pool hall.

I would ask my colleagues how they
would feel in their town and neighbor-
hoods and cities all across this country
if they did not feel comfortable that
they could send their child out for a
slice of pizza without knowing whether
they would be blown up by some person
wearing dynamite laced with nails, ball
bearings and hexagonal nuts. That is
what Israel confronts.

We in this Congress in a magnitude
that is rarely seen around here, 350-
some-odd votes, said we in the United
States understand what Israel con-
fronts, and we stand shoulder to shoul-
der with them.

Mr. DEUTSCH. The gentleman had so
many incredible insights in that state-
ment. I would like to really follow up
on a couple of them.

One, the difference between Anwar
Sadat and Yasser Arafat. Anwar Sadat
not only came to Jerusalem as a peace-
maker, but got on Egyptian television
and told his people why it was in their
interest to have peace with Israel, and
basically led them and educated them
about that.

Yasser Arafat, I am going to read
this quote that he basically said today,
right now. This is the quote. ‘‘But we
ask Allah to grant us martyrdom. To
Jerusalem we march, martyrs by the
million.’’

This is the English translation from
al Jazeera, but the word martyr is
shaheed. And the true translation that
every Palestinian understands by that
word is suicide bomber. Literally sui-
cide bomber. It is the equivalent of
what we would say kamikaze, and we
know what a kamikaze means.
Shaheed, the Palestinians know what
it means. So he said to Jerusalem we
march. Suicide bombers by the mil-
lions. To Jerusalem we march. Suicide
bombers by the millions.

When Yasser Arafat left his com-
pound on May 3, it really is not mar-
tyrs in the millions, the true trans-
lation as Palestinians said the words
and understand the words, suicide
bombers in the millions.

This is just another comment. Let
me see if I can find it.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, while the
gentleman is looking for that, if I
could ask the gentleman to yield for a
moment. One of the things that is im-
portant is we frequently listen to what
Mr. Arafat says to Western television
in English, and then you go read what

he says to his own people in Arabic,
and it is a world of difference. You can
hold a press conference in the United
States for CNN saying this is a terrible
thing that has happened, and then, as
you pointed out, he turns and says in
Arabic something entirely different.

Mr. DEUTSCH. This is from the New
York Times, April 15. This is from
Chairman Arafat’s wife. And I think it
is so strange to us that a mother could
say this, but this is what Yasser Arafat
and his wife are teaching.

‘‘If she had a son, there would be no
greater honor than to sacrifice him for
the Palestinian cause. ‘Would you ex-
pect me or my children to be less patri-
otic and more eager to live than my
countrymen and their father, we who
are seeking martyrdom?’ ’’ And, again,
martyrdom means being a suicide
bomber, a mother of a leader of a
group. And I question whether or not
he is a leader because one of the things
that is interesting in your comments
and one of the things of visiting and
talking to people in Israel, is that as
evil and as awful and as horrific as
Yasser Arafat has been to Israelis, he
has been as bad to his own people. They
have indiscriminately killed Palestin-
ians. They have destroyed an economy.
There is no freedom. There is fear. The
demolishment. And it is a people that
does have a future. But it does not
have a future with Yasser Arafat.

One of the other things, and again,
the gentleman went through a number
of points that I hopefully will be able
to find all the corresponding charts. I
think I have it.

This is our friends, the Saudis. One of
the things about the Israeli incursion
was that not only did they find this in-
credible stash of weapons, but an in-
credible sort of stash of documents,
some of which have been released pub-
licly at this point in time. And unfor-
tunately, again, it is an issue where
the press really has not, I think, talked
about them specifically. And I welcome
people trying to understand and lit-
erally read the documents.

Here is the ad that was put in a Pal-
estinian newspaper asking for people
because the Saudi committee for sup-
port of the Intifada was giving the
equivalent of 5,000 American dollars
per family, per suicide bomber. And lit-
erally an ad in the Palestinian news-
paper, Alhayat Al Jadideh, and lit-
erally just asking them to come to a
certain location for information and a
number of beneficiaries and to come
and sign up, prove that you are a sui-
cide bomber and you will get $5,000
from the Saudis.
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Saudi Committee for the Support of

the Intifada, which the interior min-
ister of the Saudi government is the
head of that committee.

Now, the Saudi government then sent
a letter to that particular organization
and the letter says, ‘‘I remind you that
the house rules of the Saudi Committee
for the Support of the Intifada pro-
hibits publication of the name of the
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committee.’’ So they are not allowed
to publicize the fact that the Saudis
are paying for it.

Included in the documents are a list
of suicide bombers, literally a list
which people at this point is not on the
Internet, but is available in the public
domain, that the Saudi government
pay the $5,000 American literally to
people who were suicide bombers.

So I agree with the gentleman com-
pletely. Is that moderates? Is that who
we can expect? The one mistake I
think in terms of the war on terrorism
that the administration is making is
this attempt to make something that
is not. I think the proofs are the facts
that the Saudis unfortunately are real-
ly not our allies in this war against
global terrorism by their actions and
by their specific deeds.

What I would like to do quickly in
the last minutes is really just put up
on the easel again some of the exten-
sive evidence tying Chairman Arafat
specifically to the terrorist actions.
There has been an attempt by the
President to also make a Yasar Arafat
exemption to the war on terrorism, and
it is a sad and, I think, tragic mistake
of the administration.

The facts are the facts. The truth is
the truth. These are one of several doc-
uments. At this point the Palestinian
authorities are no longer inferring, as
originally they did, that the documents
are hoaxes. These were found by sol-
diers in the hard drives of Arafat’s
compound; and in fact, I spoke with the
parents of a soldier who, in fact, was
one of the soldiers that did, that was
killed, and in the interim, the parents
before, because it was in a different in-
cursion, he was in Ramallah, he ended
up being killed in Jenin, actually
called his parents and explained to
them what he did and by his own words
told me what their son told him. In
fact, he actually got these specific doc-
uments and the young man, 20-year-old
young man, that died.

This particular document, which at
this point again, there is no question
about its authenticity. It is signed by
Chairman Arafat, his signature, and
specifically, it is a request by a senior
Fatah activist in the West Bank for
$2,500 for three known terrorists, ter-
rorists that were on the Israeli’s most
wanted list. In fact, the Israelis were
assassinated because of specific direct
involvement with terrorism, and Chair-
man Arafat signs and approves those
payments.

He does the same in this chart for a
list of 12 known terrorists and again
his signature, which at this point is no
longer refuted in terms of his direct in-
volvement in terms of terrorist acts.

In some ways this is one of the most
disturbing documents found. It is a list
of expenditures by Al Aqsa Martyrs
Brigade, a martyr group, a list of their
specific needs; and as incredible as it
is, we meet every week five to nine, ex-
plosive targets. The squads in the var-
ious areas, five to nine explosive
charges for suicide bombs, for murder

bombers, written by Al Aqsa, to the
Palestinian Authority, in their office
was found and the calculation of how
much they were going to pay them.

It is just not credible that they were
not involved in direct bombings, sui-
cide bombings.

Here is a copy of minutes of a meet-
ing from March 24, 2002, of the Pales-
tinian Authority. Hamas members
were there at the time. So again it is
not credible to say that Chairman
Arafat obviously was at this meeting,
but specifically talking about minutes
from the meeting, talking about the
decisions of where to bomb and why it
was not a good time to bomb because
or where outside the green line or in-
side the green line. General Zinni was
there.

I am going to close because our hour
is just about up, and there are more
things that I can mention or show, but
I think that in closing Israel’s war is
America’s war. Israel does not want to
be in Bethlehem or Nablus or Jenin
anymore than America wants to be in
Afghanistan. They are there because
they have to be there. They have no
choice.

I will not show a chart of it, but
Israel is about 1⁄60th the size of the
United States in population. When 50
Israelis are killed, it is the equivalent
of 9–11. So just yesterday it was almost
the equivalent of one-third of 9–11. We
know how America responded on 9–11,
as we should and as we did and as we
are doing. We cannot ask anything less
of the Israelis.

f

EDUCATION TAX CREDITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OTTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to spend this leadership hour dis-
cussing in the context of Special Or-
ders the important issue of education
and specifically of education tax cred-
its. There is legislation that I am
working on, preparing for introduction
within the next few weeks and have
been working on that legislation for
some time.

That legislation is supported and en-
joys the assistance of a great number
of our colleagues, growing coalition,
large coalition of Representatives here
in the House and even some over in the
Senate who are firmly convinced that
an education tax credit bill should be
introduced; and to all those who may
be monitoring today’s proceedings and
this discussion on tax credits, I want to
extend an invitation to our colleagues
to join me here on the floor if they
would like to participate in a discus-
sion on this important initiative.

It is an important initiative and one
that really extends beyond the walls of
this House in terms of its appeal and
its scope. There are a great number of
outside organizations, family groups,

taxpayer groups, educational organiza-
tions that are supportive of an effort to
try to get more cash into the American
education system and to do so in a way
that does not discriminate based on the
kind of institution that is providing an
education service or certainly does not
discriminate based on the children and
the choices they have made on where
they might want to attend school.

This is an effort to try to get a mas-
sive cash infusion of funds available to
all children in America, regardless of
the academic setting that they have
chosen in which to learn; and it does so
by essentially cutting government out
of the picture, which is attractive for
some, which is a problem for others, I
understand; but my goal is not to
worry about the comfort of those who
are comfortably employed in the halls
of bureaucracy, dispensing education
cash to children. My goal is quite the
opposite and that is to make children
the primary objective of our education
initiatives in Washington and through-
out the country.

Here is how a tax credit works. It es-
sentially reduces the tax burden on an
American who makes a direct cash con-
tribution to a child who is attempting
to receive a better education. In some
cases, that might be through an orga-
nization which we have referred to in
legislation as an education investment
organization. These groups exist in all
50 States today. Some of them provide
scholarships to low-income children so
that they can attend the school of
their choice.

The other component of the bill
would allow direct cash contributions
to government-owned institution orga-
nization public schools for specific
projects or enrichment programs that
exist at these schools; and once again,
a contribution to an effort of that sort
would result in a reduction in Federal
income tax obligations to the extent of
50 percent in the case of the bill that
has been proposed.

It might be instructive, Mr. Speaker,
to kind of run through how money gets
to children today, and I will refer to
the chart here to my right. At the top,
we have a taxpayer. This represents
any ordinary hardworking American
who is working hard today, having a
portion of his wages confiscated by our
government at the time he received the
paycheck, and of course, in April we
try to get a portion of that back by fil-
ing our tax returns. Americans
throughout the country today are get-
ting a portion of those dollars returned
to them, and these are essentially pay-
ments that they have sent to the gov-
ernment or money that the govern-
ment has taken from them over and
above their actual obligation to pay.

So I want to start there with tax-
payers because nobody likes paying
tax. I do not know too many people
who have ever told me that they enjoy
paying taxes, but as Americans we un-
derstand our obligation to do it. There
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are some legitimate functions of gov-
ernment that are worthwhile and im-
portant and, in fact, essential to main-
tain a sovereign Republic as our coun-
try is, and so we are all consigned to
pay a portion of our earnings to the
Federal Government to maintain those
legitimate functions of government.

Education is certainly an important
function of government, providing an
education system for our children. This
is a function that has been tradition-
ally a State responsibility, but over
the years we see that more and more
education authority has been moved
out of the States and toward Wash-
ington. We saw that take place just
last year with the massive education
reform bill that was passed here in
Congress and signed by the President,
and that was done to try to accomplish
the need of more accountability in edu-
cation across America so that we have
this whole strategy now of national
testing and national accountability
and national rules that try to dictate
more precisely how these dollars will
be spent.

I want to start there because for
many in government that is a perfectly
fine system, this system I am about to
describe; and it works well for some. I
do not believe, however, it works well
for all, and that really is the moti-
vating factor behind tax credit legisla-
tion.

Most Americans are like this guy
right up here. They work hard and they
are willing to send their cash to Wash-
ington and trust us here in govern-
ment, politicians, to divvy up these
funds and establish priorities; and to
the extent that we do a good job of
spreading these dollars across the pri-
orities that tend to coincide with the
attitudes, opinions and beliefs of the
taxpayer, this works perfectly well.

Most Americans are like me; they
tend to think that they are overtaxed.
They tend to think that the govern-
ment wastes too much of their money,
and they tend to think that by the
time a hard-earned dollar paid reaches
the intended purpose of a particular
government program, there is so much
lost in the middle here that there is
not much left at the end; and that is
again what I intend to describe here.

If a taxpayer knew, however, that the
dollars they send for an important pur-
pose, education, for example, really
reached a child, I think people would
be a little less resentful of this system
that exists here; and we might describe
this as kind of a spending funnel, as
dollars come from the taxpayer to gov-
ernment.

They are confiscated, as I mentioned
at the time, right out of Americans’
paychecks. Those dollars are taken in
by the U.S. Treasury. This is where we
find the Internal Revenue Service that
we are all familiar with, especially as
it relates to paying taxes. Then it is
subject to a number of political deci-
sions. This is us here as Members of
Congress, all of us here, politicians. We
come to this floor and decide how to
divvy up taxpayers’ cash.

b 1745
A portion of these hard-earned dol-

lars are spent on the U.S. Department
of Education. The Department takes
money and distributes those dollars to
States, primarily. Some of those dol-
lars go directly to local school dis-
tricts, but most of them are distributed
down to the State level. Once those
dollars get to the State level, you have
more politicians, State legislators in
this case, and Governors, who redis-
tribute those funds on a Statewide
basis to programs that they believe to
be important in their States. Once
those politicians are done, a certain
portion of those dollars are spent on
the State Departments of Education.
From the State Department of Edu-
cation, the taxpayers’ money then goes
to school districts throughout the
country.

Most school districts, if not all, are
managed by an elected board of politi-
cians, school board members, and these
politicians then redistribute the tax-
payers’ dollars even further, down to
the various schools that are managed
within a school district. And then once
those dollars are at the school, why
then the principals and the administra-
tors who run the individual schools dis-
tribute those dollars to the student,
way down there at the bottom, who is
pretty happy to receive any attention
and resources with respect to his aca-
demic future.

That is how American education dol-
lars get to students today, within the
context of Federal spending. Again,
hardworking taxpayers send cash to
Washington, on an involuntary basis, I
might add, and those dollars are then
filtered through this entire process of
government agencies, politicians, gov-
ernment agencies, different levels of
government, other politicians, other
agencies in the States, smaller juris-
dictions, being school districts, more
politicians who run school districts,
down to the schools, and finally to the
child.

Now, what is unfortunate about this
picture is that every one of these levels
of bureaucracy and political decision-
making, they actually cost money too.
You see, it costs money to run the De-
partment of the Treasury and the IRS.
So they take their cut and they get
their portion. We here in the Congress,
we have other priorities, and of course
we have to pay for this building, too,
and pay ourselves handsomely for the
hard work we do here. So some of that
money is lost here.

Over at the Department of Edu-
cation, as we have known through the
audits that have been very difficult to
accomplish over the years, some of
that money has just been stolen. Some
of it has been lost over the years.
Things are getting turned around slow-
ly over at the Department, but even
still that is a big agency. They have a
number of very large office buildings
here in Washington and there is a lot of
people who work there, so we have to
pay them, too. And then we have to ac-

count for a certain percentage of those
dollars that are lost due to waste,
fraud and abuse. So the Department
takes its cut, and that is a pretty big
one, by the way.

Then at the State level of course you
have this State process where the
States, in order to administer these
Federal funds, they need a portion of
those dollars, too, because those em-
ployees who exist to redistribute Fed-
eral funds through the States, they
have to be paid, after all. And the poli-
ticians at the State level, they have
priorities of their own also, and so they
skim off a little portion of the money.

The State deputies of education work
very similar to our departments. They
are really embroiled in a lot of record-
keeping and accountability, filing of
reports, and just dealing with all the
red tape of education. That costs
money. So we have to pay for that, and
that comes out of these dollars, too.

Then you find the same at the school
district, because what you have here is
a bunch of people who communicate
with each other. Since these dollars are
distributed through this process up
above, they want to make sure that the
school districts down here at the bot-
tom are spending the dollars the way
these bureaucrats want them to be
spent. So they require all kinds of re-
ports to be filed and accountability re-
quirements and strings and red tape as
well just to make sure the dollars are
being spent the way these people in
these agencies believe it should be
spent. And so you have a lot of people
who fill out a lot of paperwork at the
school district level, and of course they
need to be paid. So there is an expense
associated with that.

So paying for all of that nonsense
comes out of this taxpayer dollar, too.
Same with managing the schools.
There is an accountability chain here
that is pretty intense, with every prin-
cipal filling out reams of paperwork in
order to satisfy the Treasury Depart-
ment, the politicians, the Department
of Education, the State, State politi-
cians, State Department of Education,
school districts and school board mem-
bers that the principal is spending the
dollars correctly. And so you have just
got all this paper running back and
forth, with site inspections too, I
might add.

In order for the Department of Edu-
cation, way up here, to be able to per-
suade us here in the Congress that they
are doing a good job, they send audi-
tors down here to the schools. And
when they show up, the school has to
stop teaching for a while and the ad-
ministrators need to answer all the
questions of the interrogators who
come from the Department of Edu-
cation to make sure the money is being
spent well. And by the time you get
your dollar through this whole process,
all of these agencies have skimmed off
quite a sizable portion, so that the dol-
lar amount that actually reaches the
child is very small.

Once again, this process obviously
makes sense to somebody, because it
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did not occur by accident. It occurred
over many, many years, through a se-
ries of successive votes here on the
House floor. And we here in the House
and over in the Senate and down at the
White House over the years delib-
erately built this system the way we
have it today.

So when we talk about trying to im-
prove it, do not get me wrong, it does
disrupt the comfort level of some peo-
ple who understand this process. There
are people who like this. The kids prob-
ably do not, but there are people who
work in all these agencies, a number of
politicians, our colleagues, who get to
make important decisions on how these
dollars are spent. They like this proc-
ess just fine because it suits them well.

And at the end of the day they be-
lieve in their hearts they are doing
something worthwhile for kids. I can-
not deny that. And I think these are
probably good people who we can find
throughout this process. It is just that,
in my estimation, it is probably not
the best way to get money from the
hardworking taxpayer down to the
needy child who deserves a good edu-
cation.

So in constructing a process by
which we can get more dollars to the
child, and bypass this whole process,
just from a political standpoint we
have come to the conclusion that
changing this very dramatically is not
all that practical. These people all
have lobbyists. They have people who
represent them that stand just outside
the halls of the Congress here, and they
strike up friendships with our col-
leagues here in the House and over on
the Senate side. And when you talk
about changing the way the Depart-
ment works or the way the States work
or the way these school boards work or
the State departments, or even the way
we manage schools, you are in for a po-
litical fight that leaves the child down
there behind and leaves the taxpayer
behind. You get caught up in this
whole mess of bureaucracy. And those
who care about the taxpayer and care
about the child usually lose these bat-
tles.

So I have fought them for years at
the State level and I have fought them
here in Washington, and they are fun
battles to be a part of. They make you
feel good and warm inside, because you
care about the kids, but at the end of
the day this bureaucracy always wins
and it always gets bigger. So my point
being that changing this is a good idea,
something that needs to happen, but
focusing all our attention on this proc-
ess is probably not going to result in
measurable meaningful help to the
child down there. The politics of this
are just too big.

So we have something different in
mind, and that is this tax credit pro-
posal. We did not invent it here in
Washington. I certainly did not, al-
though I am very impressed by the ef-
forts that are taking place throughout
the country in a number of States, be-
cause the States are frustrated with

this, too. So what we have seen in a
handful of States around America is an
effort to bypass this bureaucratic proc-
ess, too, by trying to get these dollars
around this bureaucratic system down
to the child.

That model looks more like this.
Here we have the same taxpayer, way
over there to my right, and those dol-
lars that he is earning come directly to
the child. Now, the way this works is
for every dollar donated to an organi-
zation that benefits students, or do-
nated directly to the child’s school,
that taxpayer will be able to reduce by
a certain degree the amount of money
he sends to Washington through that
other process that I just mentioned.
And that is really all that is behind a
tax credit.

In that other system that I described,
this one here, over the last 25 years, we
have spent $125 billion just this way.
This is how we have done it. And when
taxpayers get frustrated by the huge
amounts of money they have spent and
the less than impressive results they
have received for those expenditures,
this really explains why: $125 billion
spent through this process over the
last 25 years.

And in America children still lan-
guish far behind their international
peers in the areas of math and science.
The racial achievement gap in America
on test scores is actually widening, not
getting smaller. The test scores, ac-
cording to the Nation’s report card, the
National Assessment of Education
Progress, have remained largely stag-
nant over the past 20 years.

So once again, I will acknowledge
and concede that there are many peo-
ple who like this system, who are ap-
preciative of the $125 billion that have
been spent through this process, and
some people are actually satisfied with
the results. I am just a little different,
I guess, and maybe the people that I
represent in my district in Colorado
are as well.

And we are not alone there. I have
traveled all around the country with
our Committee on Education and the
Workforce, as a member of a particular
subcommittee that does research on
education issues. We have traveled to
cities all across America, and I have
heard at stop after stop after stop, in
all of these field hearings, from droves
of parents who are tired of seeing their
tax dollars squandered and having
their children grow up with something
less than an excellent education sys-
tem available for them. What they
want are choices. They want choices to
be able to act like customers in an edu-
cation marketplace.

Now, for many people, choosing the
government-owned school in the neigh-
borhood, the traditional public school,
is all they want. They are content to
move into a neighborhood, call the
school district, the government agency
that runs schools in their area, and ask
them, what school do I send my child
to. And what usually happens is the
school district will say, what is your

address. You give them the address and
they look at a chart of some sort or a
register of addresses and they compare
those addresses to the nearest school
and they say, well, since you live at 123
Smith Street, for example, then you go
to school A. And that is the choice you
get. Many people are content to do
that. They are fine with the notion of
their government dictating their
school for their child based on their ad-
dress.

And for parents who like that sort of
thing and feel comfortable with that
and believe the results are good, I say
great for them. That is a good choice
for them and for their child. And more
power to the parents who want to let
other people make decisions for their
children about what schools they at-
tend. That is great for them. There
ought to be schools for them. Others
would like to choose a different public
school, a different government-owned
institution. Instead of school A in the
neighborhood, they might want an-
other school A in a different neighbor-
hood that is run by the same organiza-
tion but maybe has some different fla-
vor about it, some different emphasis,
perhaps on math or science, or maybe
discipline, maybe sports. It all depends.
If a parent believes that product is in
the best interest of their child, well, by
all means they ought to be able to
choose to send their child to that dif-
ferent academic setting.

And then there are still other parents
who believe that the government-
owned monopoly structure of education
is not for them; that they might want
to send their child to a privately owned
institution, a school that maybe excels
in one area or another; again, maybe
math or science, or maybe it is a
school that has some character quality
about it that defines it. Maybe it is a
religious school, maybe it is a school
that focuses on a foreign language, or
whatever the case may be.

But for them, they are really out in
the cold, to a large extent, because the
money they are paying to this large
government structure is not available
to them when they want to take their
child to a different school that is not
part of the government monopoly. And
that kind of discrimination plays dis-
proportionately on the poor. Because
wealthy people in America can choose
to forego the cash they are sending to
the government and pay even more on
top of that to pay the tuition to send
their child to a nongovernment school,
a private school, or even maybe provide
tutoring or some other academic serv-
ices. But if you are poor, you are pret-
ty much stuck with the option that is
handed to you.

And, again, if it is a good school, that
is a great thing, and I would not want
to tamper with that. But if it is a
school that is failing, then that is a
child that needs to be rescued, frankly.
That is a child that deserves our com-
passion, deserves our support, and de-
serves our attention. And that is what
this discussion is all about and why so
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many people, including our President,
have indicated their unyielding support
for education tax credits.

b 1800

Mr. Speaker, let me give an example
of the way tax credits are working in a
number of States. First, six States
have enacted some form of tax credit
at the State level, and these are gen-
erally for elementary and secondary
education services. Arizona is one,
Minnesota, Iowa, Illinois, Florida, and
Pennsylvania are probably the best ex-
amples. There are several other States,
probably over 30 right now, that are
considering in their legislative sessions
enacting similar legislation.

This is the case in my home State of
Colorado. It is a vigorous debate that is
exciting because it is finally beginning
to focus on children as the most impor-
tant element of education debate, not
as the chart here on the right illus-
trates, all of the education constitu-
encies that tend to be a part of edu-
cation discussions in America today.
This is really true.

When we talk about empowering
States, that threatens the Federal Gov-
ernment and their Department of Edu-
cation. When we talk about moving au-
thority to Washington as Congress did
last year, it threatens States and local
school districts. So we have some of
these conflicts that exist between var-
ious levels of government; and too
often the education debate here in
Washington centers on the relationship
between these institutions and these
bureaucracies.

We need to get away from that. I
think we need to get to a point where
we start measuring fairness by the re-
lationship between children through-
out the country and making sure that
all children are treated fairly. We can
care about the bureaucracy, too. My
point is that should come second. The
children should actually come first. I
know there are Members that believe
that bureaucracies should come first,
and with them I always enjoy having
the debates on the floor. They are even
better when those who want to put the
bureaucracies first are honest and will-
ing to engage in a debate on whether
some union wins or some school build-
ing wins or some administration hap-
pens to win.

But in the end what I have heard
from Americans across the country is
they want to see us begin to talk about
children for a change and what we need
to do to make children become the vic-
tors in an education debate. That is
what these States are accomplishing.
The tax credit initiatives that we have
seen in the States went through these
vigorous debates to begin with. There
were people in government at the State
level that said if you give parents
choice, if you empower children and
give them the ability to shop and
choose the kind of academic setting
that they want to be a part of, that
threatens these government decision-
makers that have made the decisions

for them. These debates have been vig-
orous and public and spectacular at the
State level. Even as some of these tax
credit initiatives were enacted by
States, there was some doubt about
whether or not they would work.

In those States where tax credits
exist, we are beginning to see public
support for what they are achieving as
being quite remarkable. They are win-
ning over public confidence at a pretty
dramatic rate, and they are bringing
people together across partisan lines.
One would think that this is a proposal
that appeals to conservatives as op-
posed to liberals, and throughout the
States we are seeing education tax
credits are appealing to groups that
really do not care about the politics.
They do not care whether these are
proposed by Republicans, which is what
I am, or Democrats, or liberals or con-
servatives. They just want to see Con-
gress finally talking about children for
a change and not the bureaucracy, not
the politics of it.

Here again, once these tax credit pro-
posals are up and running, and we see
these massive cash infusions taking
place into the education systems of
these various States, all of a sudden
people get it because now the poor
child who has been trapped in a bad
school finally has a little bit of liberty
and freedom. They get to attend better
schools, and the schools they leave get
better as well. Just the force of the
marketplace that we see in every other
important industry in America has
been denied, for all intents and pur-
poses where the most important indus-
try is concerned, that being education;
but in these States that I mentioned,
we are starting to see children bene-
fiting and schools benefiting as a result
of just a small introduction of a tiny
representation of a market-based econ-
omy, and a market-based approach to
public schooling.

There is a corporate tax credit com-
ponent that we find in some States as
well that allows businesses to target
some of the most needy schools within
a State. When a corporation helps to
replace the leaky roof, for example, at
an inner city school in the city, that
corporation also receives a commensu-
rate reduction or related reduction in
their tax obligation to the Federal
Government.

The way we have structured this bill,
we actually get a two for one benefit as
a result of these kinds of investments.
In fact, our bill calls for a 50 percent
tax credit, which means for every dol-
lar donated to the school, the donor’s
tax liability to the Federal Govern-
ment is reduced by half of that
amount. From our standpoint, from
the government’s standpoint, for every
dollar that does not come to Wash-
ington to be spent on education by the
bureaucracy, $2 are spent on a child.
When we couple the Federal proposal
with what we see taking place in the
six States that I mentioned, well, the
benefit to children becomes rather dra-
matic and exciting.

Just a few weeks ago the Committee
on Education and the Workforce held a
hearing on this topic, and we heard
from at least one child that represents
several throughout the country, I am
convinced, give his opinions about the
benefit that he has received and real-
ized as a result of receiving a scholar-
ship. Here is his testimony. His name is
Joshua Holloway. He says, ‘‘I was born
in Denver. My favorite subject is foot-
ball. I am 10 years old. My mother
passed away last year. I have a brother
who is 6. His name is Jeremiah. We go
to church every Sunday. Before I go to
school, I read the Bible. I live with my
grandfather. Sometimes my cousins
come over and we play outside and play
video games. Before my mom passed
away, she told my grandfather to bring
us to Watch Care.’’

I might inject here, Watch Care is a
school in Denver, Colorado, that is a
private school and Joshua was only
able to attend because he received a
scholarship from a private education
investment organization.

‘‘We were at Watch Care before we
moved to New York. My grandpa could
not afford to pay for me and my broth-
er.’’ Mrs. Perry, who is the principal at
Watch Care Academy, told him about a
particular scholarship that exists in
Colorado. The testimony goes on: ‘‘My
grandpa applied and we received an
ACE scholarship. Jeremiah and I say
thank you. It is with your help that my
grandpa is able to bring us to this fan-
tastic school. I know my mom is happy
and thanks you also. When I grow up, I
want to be a lawyer, and then a foot-
ball player. Thank you for helping all
of the children who are getting such an
education through your program. I
want to win. This will help my grandpa
with money for Jeremiah and I.’’

He thanks us for considering these
tax credits. Joshua came and testified
before the Committee on Education
and the Workforce on April 16. His tes-
timony was moving. I think it held
most committee members spellbound,
and it spoke clearly about who bene-
fits. It is contributions to this kind of
scholarship program which will be eli-
gible for the tax credit that we are pro-
posing in the legislation.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA) was at that hearing and is
one who has been devoting a great
amount of time over the years to per-
fecting this tax credit proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, as we
try to help young people like Joshua,
last week I had an opportunity to go
through a public charter school in my
hometown and explain to some of the
parents and some of the teachers and
the principal exactly what we were
looking at with the tax credit proposal.

There was a tremendous amount of
enthusiasm because they recognize
that not only would it help Joshua in
this case, but it would also help the
students at that school, a public char-
ter school, to get some additional re-
sources for some things that they felt
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that they desperately needed; and it
would not require them to go to the
taxpayers and raise the tax. It allows
them to go directly to the people who
have a vested interest in that school.
Whether it is a public charter school,
whether it is a traditional public
school, or whether it is the kind of
school that Joshua goes to, these tax
credits, number one, will provide for a
significant infusion of new money into
our local schools for all of our kids and
will get everybody vested in improving
education for every one of our kids.

The gentleman and I go through this
process each and every year where we
have the opportunity to nominate kids
to the military academies. We know
that there are some tremendous kids
coming out of our public schools. We
know that there are some tremendous
kids at the school I went to, the char-
ter school; there was someone leaving
there on June 27 to go to the Naval
Academy. They are doing a good job.
There are kids coming out of our pri-
vate and parochial schools that are
going to our academies.

When I speak with students as to why
they are in private school, they will
often say that this one just kind of fits
me better or fits what we need to get
done and what my parents thought
that I needed. I think that these dif-
ferent kinds of educational alter-
natives are tremendous, and then al-
lowing parents and others in the com-
munity to invest in these schools, to
increase the amount of money that is
going into education, without the red
tape, without the great sucking sound
which is a dollar coming into Wash-
ington, us taking our cut and feeding it
back. Actually it is a two for one. They
invest $2, and it costs Washington $1
because that is the ratio. It is a $500 do-
nation, but it is only a $250 tax credit.
It is a real win/win for the school, for
the child, for the parent, and for the
taxpayers because what we are doing is
moving more money into education,
which we have identified as one of the
most important priorities that we have
in the Nation today.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, some
Members have tried to demonize tax
credit proposals that we have seen in
the States, and even our proposal in
Washington, as a voucher. The vouch-
er, as we say, is the ‘‘V’’ word here in
Washington that has such a connota-
tion about it because there are some
many organizations that exist to pre-
vent that kind of a school choice mech-
anism from taking place.

One of the ways that they have tried
to characterize the tax credit provision
proposal that we have is by referring to
it as a voucher, but it is nothing like
that. A voucher would essentially be
effectively a taxpayer giving their cash
to the people here in Washington, and
the government here giving those dol-
lars back through a voucher, kind of a
check, that could only be spent the
way that the government says it can be
spent. We are not proposing that at all.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, the
difference between what we are trying

to do and how Members characterize
vouchers, vouchers are typically
viewed as taking the educational pie,
the amount of money that we are in-
vesting in education and redistributing
it so that means that there are some
people that are going to get less
money; and since there are new people
getting money, they are going to be
getting more money, so somebody is
going to be left out or they are going
to go home with a smaller check than
they got before.

That is not at all what we are doing
here. We are saying that there is the
money coming into Washington, about
7 percent of all the education dollars
come into Washington, and what we
are doing is saying that money is going
to stay there. We are going to keep in-
creasing that. That money has been
going up, but now we are going to cre-
ate a new educational investment fund
that is going to be driven at the local
level and not at the Washington level.
Basically, this is new money where
people are saying I am willing to con-
tribute extra money to education if I
can determine where it goes and what
it is going to be used for, and if I can
build that relationship with my local
public or private or local charter
school; and if they can come to me and
make a compelling case as to how this
is going to benefit the community and
the children in our community, I will
write that check. The states are find-
ing that they are doing it.

Mr. SCHAFFER. What we are trying
to accomplish through this legislation
is a mechanism that reflects what we
have been hearing throughout the
country as we have held field hearings
and listened to parents.

b 1815

That is, number one, they want to be
able to make the choices necessary to
advance the academic goals of their
child, but even more is this important
point. That is, that Americans are will-
ing to spend more money if the dollars
they spend really help a child. They
just do not have the faith and con-
fidence that this system I described
earlier, and illustrated through this
chart, that spending money through
the Treasury Department, politicians
in Congress, the Department of Edu-
cation, State politicians in the State
legislature, State Departments of Edu-
cation, school board members, more
politicians, schools and principals and
ultimately the child, Americans inher-
ently know that funneling cash
through this bureaucratic process
means that you have these agencies
take their cut and that the dollars that
get to a child are small.

If this process worked and these dol-
lars really did get to a child, I suppose
more Americans would feel very good
about this and comfortable with it, but
as it is now, the children do not feel
good about this, the taxpayers do not
feel good about it, some of these people
in the middle, they certainly feel good
about it because they get some of the

money, but what we have tried to do is
take this sentiment that has been ex-
pressed by taxpayers when they tell us,
if know the money is really going to
help a child, especially a poor child, I
will spend more, I am willing to spend
more, I will make the investment in
the child so that we can improve Amer-
ica and improve the education system.

I would like the gentleman to ad-
dress, if he would, the reality that al-
though I described this in kind of a
negative way, since we are talking
about new money being invested in the
child down there, we can do this with-
out really threatening the people who
like this kind of nonsense here, who
like this kind of system. We can do this
without touching this.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is exactly the
point that I was going to make. That
system, with the tax credit, is going to
stay in place. We are not going to take
money out of that system, although
that system takes out about a quarter
to a third of every dollar that we com-
mit to spending on education. When
the dollar starts here in Washington,
before it ever gets into a classroom, we
think we lose a third. We are not going
to get into that argument as to wheth-
er that system is effective, efficient,
and whether it is working or not be-
cause the other thing that comes along
with that is when that 67 cents get into
that local classroom, the local teacher,
the local principal, the local super-
intendent, they have been told pretty
much how to spend this money and
what they can spend it on.

We are not threatening that system.
We are leaving that system intact. We
have tried that before, saying we do
not think that system works and all of
that. We are just saying that, hey,
there appear to be a lot of people in
Washington and maybe even at the
State level and a lot of people in this
Chamber would like that process that
says, ‘‘We are willing to have 33 per-
cent of every dollar bleed off just so
that we can use that money here in
Washington to tell people what to do in
their classroom at home, we think that
is a good deal.’’ We are not going to
argue with them on that, although we
probably at times have, but that is not
what this is about.

This is saying you can keep that sa-
cred cow, you can keep that system in-
tact. What we want to do is we want to
have a system that is not going to even
come nearly as big as that one, but one
where the relationship and the linkage
is directly between the people in the
community and the school and the
children, where the local carpenter, the
local contractor, the local plumber
when they go out and do their work,
get paid, pay their taxes to Wash-
ington, if they have a little bit of extra
left, they can write a check directly to
their school and we know that they are
doing that in the six States that have
passed tax credits. They are willing to
put more money into their kids.

Mr. SCHAFFER. It is an important
distinction to make, an important
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point that I think the House needs to
keep in mind as this debate moves for-
ward and the legislation eventually
comes to the floor, that the bureau-
cratic model that exists today, it is a
problem and it ought to be fixed, I
think maybe someday it ought to be
replaced, but that is not what this tax
credit proposal does. It instead sets up
a different mechanism to fund edu-
cation and to provide this massive cash
infusion in schools in addition to that
bureaucratic model. It does so not by
changing the education laws or dealing
with redistributing the education
money that is spent currently or even
disrupting the scheduled increases in
funding for the bureaucratic model.
That is going to continue on
unimpeded, unimpaired because, as you
mentioned, there are so many people
here in Washington who like that and
support it.

But what we are suggesting is that
we can, in tandem through the Tax
Code, make the necessary changes so
that it becomes advantageous for
Americans to work hard, to donate
their cash to America’s schoolchildren,
to do it directly and bypass the bureau-
cratic model altogether.

If you need a visual of how tax cred-
its work, this is it right here.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If my colleague will
yield, because the other thing that we
know is we know what the difference
is. In your model, it goes directly from
the taxpayer, it can go directly down
to the school district. We eliminate all
this and we save that 33 percent. Actu-
ally what we do is we double it. We
take the dollar, and rather than taking
the dollar in this model where it
shrinks it down to 67 cents, what we do
in that model is we take the dollar and
we multiply it to two, so it is a great
contrast.

If the gentleman will leave the chart
up for just a second because the other
contrast is, you and I have worked
pretty hard over the last 4 or 5 years,
I think we have finally made some
progress now that we have a new ad-
ministration, but for a number of years
the money going into this system could
not be tracked. We did not know where
it went. This organization right here,
the Department of Education, could
not get a clean audit. They could not
tell us where the money went. There
were all kinds of cases of waste, fraud
and abuse, well documented. I think at
last count, 18, 21 people are pleading
guilty and have been sentenced for the
crimes that they have committed but
the accountability system really was
not here.

With Secretary Paige and all that,
we are very optimistic that they are
going to get a clean audit so they can
tell us exactly where that 33 percent
goes and we will be able to determine
whether we have value or not. But we
are not threatening this system. The
accountability model over there is very
simple. If the principal or the super-
intendent or the local school board
cannot convince the local taxpayer

that the purpose that they need the
money for is an appropriate purpose,
they do not get the money. And if at
some time in the future they get the
money and they waste it, they will
have broken trust with their constitu-
encies and they will not get another
check; whereas, if they spend it wisely
and the people say, wow, what a great
investment, they will get more.

Mr. SCHAFFER. This model that you
are displaying here, it is just imper-
sonal. Because if a school district does
a bad job and children suffer in a par-
ticular school, under this system the
schools just keep getting cash. It just
keeps coming. In some cases they actu-
ally get more. We reward failure often-
times through this process and it is too
impersonal. The people making deci-
sions up at the top end of that funnel,
or that tornado there, they are so far
removed, those of us here in Wash-
ington, you are from the State of
Michigan, I do not know your constitu-
ents in Michigan, I do not know the
names of these kids and you do not
know the names of the kids in my dis-
trict.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes, I know Joshua.
Mr. SCHAFFER. That is right. He

came and testified. But that is indic-
ative of a Federal system where we try
to make laws and establish policy to
help children in different neighbor-
hoods throughout America. It is too
impersonal. By the time those dollars
get to kids, there is no human connec-
tion between the people who are calling
the shots and establishing the policy
and the poor child who is either lan-
guishing or succeeding in a school. But
this model is very different because the
person who contributes the money un-
derstands the value of the donation.
And if that donation strikes them as a
good idea, a good investment, some-
thing that is yielding appreciable bene-
fits for the community and elevating
the hope and future of children, that
taxpayer is going to feel good about
that donation and they are going to
continue to make the donation. In fact,
they might even make more as time
goes by.

That is just what we have seen in the
several States that have tax credits, is
as time goes on this tax credit strategy
becomes favored over the bureaucratic
model and more taxpayers like this
system in a way that makes them feel
better, makes them more generous
with their dollars and in the end they
are getting massive quantities of cash
to the neediest children.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The other thing
that happens and like we said earlier,
we do not threaten this system. We are
not taking money. We are not shrink-
ing this funnel. This funnel is going to
continue to grow and expand. This fun-
nel will be there for people who like
the guarantee of, yes, this money is
coming in and some of it is going to fil-
ter its way down here and when it gets
here, they are going to tell us how to
spend it. If they like that kind of
model, this model is going to stay

around. What we want to do is we want
to complement this model which you
and I have questions about, but this
model stays in place. But we are going
to complement this model with the
local control model, the parental and
local involvement as an additional in-
fusion of money so you will have
money flowing into this model and
then you will have that other chart
with this person. This is confiscation.
This guy has no choice. He has got to
put the money into here. He or she will
also have the opportunity whether
they want to send some money directly
through here, bypassing that system.

And, like I said, what we have found
in the States that have introduced the
tax credit proposal, this person when
they have got the direct ability to
make a decision as to how that money
is going to be spent and when they
know the children, they know the
schools, they know the people who are
running those schools and when those
people have built up their confidence
with their constituents, this person
will write them a check to make their
school better and to make their kids
better educated.

Mr. SCHAFFER. It is a great model.
Again I really commend the leadership
of these various States that I men-
tioned that have initiated the tax cred-
it philosophy and are seeing it work in
their States. They have done so on a
bipartisan basis. Once again, this is not
a partisan sort of thing at all. These
kids do not care whether Republicans
or Democrats introduce these bills.
What they want is they just want them
to pass.

If I can use my State as a good exam-
ple, we have got this debate taking
place in the State Legislature of Colo-
rado today. Right now it is taking
place. What we have there is a Repub-
lican in our State House of Representa-
tives who introduced this legislation
and the same bill is being carried in
our State Senate by a Democrat and a
pretty liberal one at that. So you have
both ends of the political spectrum
that are rallying around children for a
change.

That is the kind of political unity
that I think we need to see more of in
this Congress and hopefully it does not
have to only take place around trage-
dies and terrorist attacks, and we can
finally have this kind of unanimous
consent around something that is posi-
tive and something that provides hope
for the Nation, and that is our coun-
try’s children.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. What this is not
about is about process. It is not a de-
bate about process. What this is about
is making sure that we put our chil-
dren at the forefront and their edu-
cation. That is what the whole debate
always should be about. It should not
be about all these other things. It
should be how we are making sure that
every child gets a good education, that
they can all do reading, writing and
math. How do we make sure that we do
not leave a single child behind. That is
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one of the things, and that is why in
the States that they are moving to the
tax credit as a complement to the bu-
reaucratic model is that they recognize
that in too many areas we are leaving
too many kids behind.

Republicans, Democrats, liberals,
conservatives, African Americans, Cau-
casians are coming to the conclusion
together that, just like testing in and
of itself is not the total answer, just
like more money through the bureau-
cratic model is not the total answer,
tax credits, you and I, I do not think,
believe that tax credits in and of them-
selves are going to revolutionize edu-
cation. More parental involvement is
not by itself going to do it. But if you
take each of these, if you allow for
more local control, if you put in some
accountability measures so that par-
ents get a better indication as to ex-
actly how a school is performing and
how their school is performing versus
their neighboring schools, that you put
more money into the bureaucratic
model and that you put money into the
tax credit model which builds the rela-
tionship between a community and
their schools, all of these things to-
gether should move us forward more
rapidly than what we have.

The disappointing thing, and I do not
have the statistics, but is it not like
during the last 20 years, we have really
not improved at all in our test scores
and maybe in a number of areas we
have actually decreased? We have got
all this technology, we have got all of
these new capabilities and under-
standing how kids learn, and the end
result is that after learning everything
about how kids learn, you would think
we would have developed methods that
you would have seen our test scores
skyrocket.

b 1830

But they have basically stagnated or,
in some cases, they have decreased, and
that is unacceptable. There is no rea-
son why they should be stagnating or
decreasing. So there is not a single sil-
ver bullet that will fix this. But what
it is, it is taking a mixture of these
things; and in Colorado, a certain mix-
ture may work, or maybe in Denver a
certain mixture will work, and in other
parts of Colorado, something else will
work, depending on exactly what is in
the community, the state of the
schools and those types of things; and
that is what we are trying to do, is to
allow people at the local level to tailor
their educational system to meet the
needs of their students. It is not like
this is a free-for-all. They are going to
have the State regulations and the new
Federal mandates and those types of
things, but it is going to give them
more opportunity to reach for and
achieve high standards.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Absolutely. This
element of choice is really key to the
whole proposal. The reality that our
standing, when compared to our inter-
national peers, is being diminished
over time in math and science in par-

ticular, is a real problem. Not all
schools in America are culpable in that
regard. Some schools do, in fact, a
very, very good job. It is a big country.
We have lots of schools, lots of ap-
proaches, lots of managers. Most of
them are competent and, in some
cases, we find that they are not. They
tend to be isolated in urban inner city
areas, these schools that are failing to
give children a decent education. In
those cases, Americans really, the rest
of us in America need to be quite con-
cerned. We need to find ways to reach
out to these kids.

In every single State in the Union,
these scholarship organizations have
popped up that provide, that collect
private money by way of donations to
try to provide scholarships to some of
these kids trapped in the worst schools.
In fact, I have a map that was produced
by just one of the organizations. It is
called the Children’s Scholarship Fund,
and the Children’s Scholarship Fund,
again, it is just one organization that
provides scholarships. They raise pri-
vate money to provide scholarships.
This blue area, everywhere we see blue
on here tells us where they have re-
ceived applications for scholarships. It
is basically all across the country.
These red areas is where we have high
concentrations of applicants who have
applied to try to get some of these
scholarships. As my colleagues can see,
the greatest amount of interest is in
inner city areas, in Atlanta, in New
York, in Washington, in Detroit, in
Chicago, in Los Angeles, and so on.
This is where we see the greatest level
of interest is from inner city areas
where children and their parents are
applying for these scholarships so that
they can afford to go to schools of their
choice like other Americans can do.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
think we have to be a little careful
about calling them failing schools. I
think what we have identified is that
in those areas and other areas there
are kids, for whatever reasons, that are
falling through the cracks. It could be
a problem with the schools, or it could
be other issues that are affecting it;
but in each of those areas, there are
people that are saying, man, what I
need and what I need for my kids just
is not matching what I am getting.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Exactly.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. What we are finding

then in each of these areas is we are
finding people who are going out and
embracing these kids and trying to
give them an answer to make sure that
they will enter adulthood well prepared
for high-quality, high-paying jobs.

The other thing that we will find is
that in Detroit and these types of
places, if they have identified that the
schools are part of the problem, many
of these people are also passionate
about improving their local public
schools.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Right.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. They are not giving

up on their local public schools. They
are passionately involved in fixing

their local public schools. They are
passionate about helping the kids out
that are falling through the cracks
right now. So there are a number of
different ways that they are approach-
ing it, but in no way has this become
public versus charter versus other
forms of education, versus home
schoolers. This is really a national
movement of people saying, I want to
improve education and I want to make
sure that we do not leave a single child
behind, and there is a whole range of
strategies that we need to embrace and
take a look at for making sure that
that is what happens.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, this
chart on my right is an illustration of
just one scholarship fund that exists in
America, the Children’s Scholarship
Fund. This is where the interest is and
where people have applied.

What we want to do is take a look at
how widespread this interest is and ac-
tually enhance it and improve it. Be-
cause the reality is, the scholarship
fund does not have enough money to
give to all of the children who wanted
the kind of choice that that scholar-
ship allows. This is a chart that shows
the distribution of where those scholar-
ships went; and as my colleague can
see, although it is impressive, it is in
far fewer areas than the interest indi-
cates. And by providing a tax credit,
we cannot only help this particular
fund, this is just one of them; we will
help them get more money, certainly,
so that they can make more loans; but
just imagine that there are these kinds
of organizations that exist in every sin-
gle State.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Remember, Mr.
Speaker, this is for a very narrow pur-
pose. This is for scholarship funds to
assist kids to go to a private school, a
private or parochial school. Just imag-
ine what happens now when we expand
this to a tax credit and they get a tax
benefit. These are all people who are
willing to pay more money into edu-
cation than what they do today; and if
we expand it, think of all of the people
that would be willing to pay into their
local public schools, to their private, to
the scholarship funds, for tutoring, and
those are all people who are willingly
today paying more to improve edu-
cation.

That chart would be fully red if we
would allow tax credits to go to public
education, because there are strong
constituencies and supporters of public
education around the country that,
with a tax credit, would be really moti-
vated to say, I am going to help my
local school, and this is going to be the
thing that is going to push me over.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, that is
our goal, is to change the Tax Code in
a way that makes it easier for Ameri-
cans to contribute to these kinds of or-
ganizations so that they can help more
children, not just these kinds of orga-
nizations, but also contribute directly
to schools. As shown on this map, this
is an impressive distribution of private
funds to America’s children, but it is
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possible that this entire map can be
colored solidly red with every child in
America having access to additional
funds generated through an education
tax credit, and it will benefit all chil-
dren.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, this is
what we are talking about, bringing a
massive infusion of new money into
education. This is nontax credit money
going into education for a very specific
purpose. If we do a tax credit, we will
see an entire map being red and dollars
going to help all of our kids at the
local level to make sure that we do not
leave a single child behind.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, it is
an exciting proposal and it is one that
is just a few weeks away from being in-
troduced. We expect it on the floor
sometime in June. We are very appre-
ciative of the President’s commitment,
personal commitment and obligation
to help us see this legislation passed;
and we will talk about it more over the
coming weeks.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here this evening, and I
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA) for joining me.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE PORTER J. GOSS, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Honor-
able PORTER J. GOSS, Member of Con-
gress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

After consulting with the Office of General
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
PORTER J. GOSS,
Member of Congress.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE DAVID L. HOBSON, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable DAVID L.
HOBSON, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

After consulting with the Office of General
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
DAVID L. HOBSON,

Member of Congress.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE NANCY L. JOHNSON,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable NANCY L.
JOHNSON, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

After consulting with the Office of General
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
NANCY L. JOHNSON,

Member of Congress.

f

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG
BENEFIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, this
evening I plan to spend most of the
time discussing the need for a Medicare
prescription drug benefit. I come to the
well, to the floor this evening pri-
marily because of my concern that the
House Republican leadership is talking
about, certainly presenting itself to
the media, that they intend to bring up
a prescription drug proposal at some
point over the next couple of weeks. I
am very concerned that their proposal
is really nothing more than a sham and
not something that is actually going to
benefit any significant portion of the
senior population.

I thought what I would do this
evening is that I would start out by
sort of outlining what I believe, and
what Democrats as a whole in the
House of Representatives feel we
should be doing about prescription
drugs.

First of all, I should say that the
Democrats feel very strongly that the
biggest problem with prescription
drugs is the cost. The fact of the mat-
ter is that whether one is a senior,
whether one is over 65 or whether one
is under 65, it is getting to be more and
more difficult to pay for one’s medi-
cine, because of the fact that the prices
keep going up every year. Double-digit
inflation, essentially, we have had with
regard to prescription drug prices for
the last 6 years. Every year, the cost

goes up by a double digit percentage
point. Democrats are determined to ad-
dress the cost issue and to say that
whatever benefit package we arrive at
has to address the issue of cost and try
to bring prices down.

The other major issue for Democrats
is that this plan, this prescription drug
plan or legislative proposal has to be a
Medicare proposal. In other words,
right now we have a great program
called Medicare that all seniors over 65
know that they are guaranteed certain
benefits, whether it is a hospital stay
or, if they are participating in part B
of Medicare on a voluntary basis, their
doctor bills are paid, and there is no
question about what is covered essen-
tially and is not covered, because there
is a guaranteed benefit package for
every senior, for everyone who is over
65 who is eligible for Medicare.

We insist that that be the case for
the prescription drug proposal as well.
This has to be a benefit that is added
to the Medicare program and that
every senior, just like with part B
when seniors pay so much a month at
a very minimum premium to cover
their doctor bills, that they would pay
so much per month at a very low pre-
mium to cover prescription drugs, and
they would know that they would be
able to guarantee that prescription
drugs were paid for pursuant to Medi-
care as part of their program.

The other thing that we insist on is
that this program be generous enough,
in other words, that the Federal Gov-
ernment be paying enough of the cost
of their prescription drugs so that it
makes sense for one to voluntarily pay
the monthly premium, like they do in
part B for doctor bills. In other words,
the benefit has to be significant. We
have talked about as much as 80 per-
cent of the cost. If we analogize what
we have now for part B for doctor bills,
what the Democrats are essentially
saying is that we want a prescription
drug benefit that is very similar to the
Medicare structure for doctor bills, in
other words, that there be a fairly low
premium per month, that the deduct-
ible be as low as possible, something
like what we have for part B to pay for
doctor bills; that the amount that the
Federal Government pays is signifi-
cant, probably something like 80 per-
cent with regard to part B to cover
doctor bills; we pay a premium and
when the bill comes in, the Federal
Government pays 80 percent of the
cost.

Well, that is the kind of generous
benefit that we want to provide for pre-
scription drugs, and that there be some
point, we call it a catastrophic level, at
which point if one paid so much out-of-
pocket over the course of the year,
that the Federal Government would
cover the entire cost.

Now, let me contrast what I just said
and what the Democrats would like to
see with what we are hearing from the
Republican leadership in the House. I
want to stress that what we are hear-
ing is not very good on any of these
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points. About a week ago, the House
Republicans rolled out some general
principles about what their prescrip-
tion drug program might be when they
finally introduce it; and they said, they
are trying to give the impression that
it is going to be a Medicare benefit.
They are trying to give the impression
that it is going to lower costs. They
are trying to give the impression that
we are going to have the choice of basi-
cally all drugs that would be covered
and that one can go to any pharmacy
and it is just going to operate in a way
that provides all kinds of choice. But
the reality is very different.

Let me talk about some of those
principles.

b 1845

First of all, they talk about lowering
cost, but they do not have any mecha-
nism in their proposal that addresses
cost. In other words, they are not say-
ing that the Secretary, for example, is
supposed to negotiate prices, or the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices is supposed to negotiate prices.
They are simply talking about a dis-
count drug card.

President Bush about a year ago said
that he wanted the Federal Govern-
ment and the Medicare program to pro-
mote the discount drug cards that
some of the drug companies are now
making available to seniors. Well, that
is very nice. It is very nice that some
of the drug companies are providing a
discount drug card. I question how
much savings there really are in those
cards, but the reality is that that is
not a Medicare program, that is not a
Federal government drug benefit, to
talk about someone going out and pur-
chasing a discount card from the drug
companies, when that is already avail-
able.

The Republicans cannot kid everyone
and suggest to the American people
that somehow that is going to address
the cost issue. This is already avail-
able. They need to address the cost
issue in the context of their legisla-
tion.

The other thing they are saying is
that they are talking about this as if
somehow it is going to cover everyone
under Medicare, but if we look at what
the Republican leadership in the House
is proposing, it is not a Medicare ben-
efit at all. In fact, what it is is giving
money sort of like a voucher system to
insurance companies, hoping that they
will sell drug-only policies to a select
group of senior citizens, probably only
very low-income seniors, maybe less
than 10 percent of the senior popu-
lation.

So the Republican leadership in the
House is not talking about what I men-
tioned before, an addition to the Medi-
care program that everyone is guaran-
teed that if they sign up and pay their
premium they are going to get a guar-
anteed prescription drug benefit.

They are talking about something
like a voucher, essentially a private
program where some money would go

to insurance companies and people
would go around and try to find an in-
surance company that would cover the
prescription drugs, or perhaps an HMO.
Because it is clear they are continuing
to push HMOs and trying to get seniors
to sign up for an HMO, and they hope
that the HMO, with a little more
money from the Federal Government,
is going to provide prescription drugs.

That is not what Medicare is all
about. Medicare is a guaranteed ben-
efit. Medicare says that everyone is
covered. What the Republican leader-
ship in the House is suggesting is that
this is only going to be available to
very low-income seniors, those seniors
who are not eligible for Medicaid but
are maybe just above the Medicaid
guidelines, maybe 6, 7, 8, 10 percent of
the senior population that is not eligi-
ble for Medicaid and does not have any
kind of drug coverage.

So I just want to debunk this myth,
if you will, about what the Republicans
are really about. They are saying that
their program is going to strengthen
Medicare, but it is not going to
strengthen Medicare if now essentially
what we are talking about is
privatizing Medicare. It is not going to
strengthen Medicare if only less than
10 percent of the senior population are
going to be able to take advantage of
this program.

I want to stop my comments now be-
cause I see some of my colleagues have
joined me on the Democratic side. I
would like to have them address this
issue, and we will hopefully have a lit-
tle debate back and forth, as well.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN), who is part of our
Health Care Task Force and is a physi-
cian, and is probably more qualified as
a physician to talk about this issue
than anyone else.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. I think our seniors are probably
the most qualified to speak, and they
have been speaking very loudly about
this issue.

I want to thank the gentleman for
tonight and all of the time laying out
the issue so clearly, showing the dif-
ference between what the Democrats
are offering and what the Republican
plan does not offer. The vouchers that
Republicans are proposing for edu-
cation will not help our children any
more than vouchers for prescription
benefits will help our seniors.

I wanted to join the gentleman here
tonight because I cannot understand,
and I am sure that people out across
America just have difficulty under-
standing, why we still have not passed
the Medicare prescription drug benefit.
I think maybe it could be just that I
have not been a legislator long enough,
I have just been one for 51⁄2 years, hav-
ing practiced up until my primary in
1996, and on a limited basis for maybe
a year after that, and I am assuming it
is because of that background why I do
not understand why it is taking us so

long, why it is taking this body so long
to respond to people who need help to
buy the medication that they need, and
who have been asking for this benefit
for such a long time now.

Let me tell the Members about how
we are trained as physicians. As physi-
cians, we are trained in medical diag-
noses. We are told to listen to our pa-
tients, to examine them, and then use
our medical knowledge to make a diag-
nosis, and then to again call on that
training to prescribe the most specific
and targeted treatment to the problem.

That is the model I used for 21 years
or more, really. I suspect that is why I
just do not understand why we are hav-
ing this problem here on Capitol Hill,
because Congress would do well, I
think, to apply some of those very
same principles to every problem that
we face in terms of legislating.

First, we should listen to our elderly
constituents, as on every other issue.
What we would hear is that they can-
not afford to buy a full month’s supply
of medication that they need to control
their blood pressure, their diabetes,
any of the other diseases that need to
be treated, or to ease pain, that would
then allow them to live full lives and
to attend to even some of the most
basic activities of daily living. Without
those medications, they might not be
able to do that. That is listening to the
patient.

Then we would examine. When we ex-
amine the issue, we would find that
most Medicare patients are on fixed in-
comes, and therefore, they have to
make untenable choices between food
and other necessities and medication.

Just to use one example, a widow liv-
ing on $12,525 a year, and that is above
the poverty level, I think it is about
150 percent of poverty level, a widow at
that income level who has acid reflux,
which causes acid and burning in the
esophagus, discomfort, to treat that
she would have to spend about $1,455 a
year. That is 12 percent of that widow’s
income on just one medication alone to
treat one illness.

In making a diagnosis, then, we
would conclude that the patient obvi-
ously needs help to pay for medications
so she can stay healthy, free of symp-
toms, and to prevent complications.

Then, finally, in seeking a remedy,
we would choose one easily accessible
and widely available. We would also
weigh the pros and cons of that rem-
edy, as in the case of medicine we
weigh the benefit and need and side ef-
fects. To me, that would lead us to con-
cluding that the best way to address
the issue of helping our seniors pay for
their medication is through a Medicare
drug benefit that is available to every
beneficiary. It cannot be through an in-
surance company.

I know that is what the Republicans
want to do is to have the vouchers, as
the gentleman says, go to the HMO to
provide the benefit. They do not want
to provide a stand-alone benefit for
prescriptions. It goes completely
against their business model, and it
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would result in lower profits. They just
will not do it. It would be like sending
my patient to a drugstore that I know
does not carry the medication. They
just would not get it there, like Amer-
ica’s seniors will not get the benefit
from the Republican prescription drug
plan.

Now I know that there is a big battle
also over the cost of the benefit pro-
vided by Medicare, but I think it is im-
portant for all of us to recognize that
it is too costly for us not to do this,
and in the not too far distant future.
The cost of not providing this benefit,
helping our seniors to be able to treat
these very important illnesses that can
cause damage to them in the future is
just something that we just cannot af-
ford to do.

When seniors, or any patient for that
matter, cannot get the medications
they need for some of the common dis-
eases, they suffer amputations, they
suffer heart disease, heart attacks,
they suffer strokes, kidney failure, and
become disabled. That costs far more
than providing a Medicare drug benefit.

We need to do prevention. We need to
put the investment up front to save
money in the long run, but more im-
portantly, I think we owe our seniors
as they approach this time in their
lives the ability to have a healthy, se-
cure quality of life. We need to make
sure that they are cared for. They have
worked hard all of their lives and they
have paid into a system that was to
make health achievable, sustainable,
and affordable.

We cannot forget about the disabled,
who also need to benefit from this, be-
cause they also have multiple issues
and needs for multiple medications
that they would not be able to afford.

The system of Medicare began in a
time when we did not have the medica-
tion we have now, and people did not
live as long or as well. We know that
we have to modernize all other sys-
tems. As times change, needs change.
The ways we meet those needs are
going to change. So why, then, are we
balking at modernizing a Medicare sys-
tem which is so vital to the well-being
of our parents, our grandparents, and
not too long from now for many of us.
At least I can speak for myself.

So I wanted to say, Mr. Speaker, to
our colleagues, that we need to pass a
prescription drug benefit that is avail-
able to every Medicare beneficiary.
That is the very least that we can do.
It is certainly more important than
providing tax cuts, and for this body to
pit the chance for a better quality of
life in what should be the golden years
in the lives of elderly Americans
against tax breaks that really help no
one should not even be an issue.

So I would urge us all not to do the
political thing but to do the right
thing, and to give our senior citizens a
full prescription benefit, the kind that
they need and they deserve.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman. I just have to re-
mark, when she talked about how

Members of Congress might have to
worry about prescription drugs or the
Medicare program and she said it was
only herself, she did not look around at
the rest of her colleagues, but we also
need to be concerned about it, because
it will impact us as well.

I just wanted to mention one thing
before I yield to the gentlewoman from
Florida. I appreciate the fact that the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
brought up the preventative aspect, be-
cause many times we forget that pre-
scription drugs or medication is really
a preventative measure and that there
are huge cost savings, as with any pre-
ventative type of program.

I think in general when we look at
Medicare as a whole, we have paid too
little attention to prevention, and
whether it is home health care as op-
posed to having to be in a nursing
home, or prescription drugs.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Just take hy-
pertension and diabetes. This is some-
thing that affects all Americans, but it
affects African Americans more so be-
cause we have more difficulty access-
ing care and medication.

If we just take hypertension or diabe-
tes, either one, and the complication of
end-stage renal disease, and having to
then go on dialysis or having a kidney
transplant, the cost of providing that
benefit and controlling the blood pres-
sure or controlling the diabetes, and at
the very least, forestalling that com-
plication, but probably avoiding that
complication altogether is really im-
portant, we just cannot compare not
only the cost of the two, but we cannot
compare the quality of life of the two.

Mr. PALLONE. And the bottom line
is, I guess being a little crass talking
about the money aspect, is that the
Federal Government is paying. With
the way the system is set up, the Fed-
eral Government is paying for hospital
care and paying for a lot of the things.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. They have to
pay for dialysis three times a week.

Mr. PALLONE. And instead, overall,
the cost of paying for the prescription
drugs is actually going to save the Fed-
eral Government a lot of money. Our
problem is that when we make that
case, we are not necessarily able to
give an exact dollar figure. That makes
it more difficult to make the case.

But there is no question in my mind
that there are tremendous cost savings
to the Federal Government if we in-
clude a prescription drug benefit.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I think it is
common sense. I do not think we really
have to provide specific numbers. I
guess someone could probably do that
for us, but it is just common sense,
with years of dialysis and many hos-
pitalizations in between, because dialy-
sis is not easy to go through, versus
providing medication that can control
the problem.

Those of us who practice know how
hard it is to make sure your patient
has a month’s supply of all of the medi-
cation they need. We try to piece sam-
ples together and do all kinds of cre-

ative things, even with medicines that
are not extremely expensive, but it is
just not possible to do that in the long
run.

Mr. PALLONE. It is just so impor-
tant in the course of the debate on
this, if we get to it in the next week or
two, that we stress that, that the pre-
ventative aspect of prescription drugs
means cost savings. There will be some
people who will say that the guaran-
teed benefit under Medicare that cov-
ers all seniors is going to be too expen-
sive, and we need to come back and say
you are going to save money.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. The HMOs are
not going to provide that type of ben-
efit. They have pretty much said that.
So as the gentleman has pointed out
and others have pointed out, to provide
it as sort of a program that has to be
accessible, like access to HMOs, one
has to shop around and get it. Many
seniors cannot even do that. Some can,
thank God, but not everyone can. But
to have to go and search, and then an
HMO does not offer it, or does not pro-
vide that many benefits. So the only
way to do it is the way the Democrats
want to do it, and that is through a full
Medicare benefit. It is voluntary, but it
is universal. It is available to everyone
on Medicare.

b 1900

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
THURMAN) who is, of course, on the
Committee on Ways and Means and has
been a leading spokesman on the needs
for prescription drugs benefit.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) for taking the time to
organize this and bringing us together.
His commitment to this is very impor-
tant. I just want to give you some of
those numbers that we were just talk-
ing about, particularly with end stage
renal disease, because I know those
numbers, and I can tell you that for
somebody to be on dialysis, it is about
$45,000 a year that Medicare generally
pays for. And then at some point, hope-
fully, there would be the possibility of
having a transplant.

First of all, being on a list probably
is anywhere between 3 to 5 years, so we
have now spent several hundreds of
thousands of dollars doing the dialysis
part of it. Probably another hundred to
$150,000 for the transplant. And then
after that, because we passed some-
thing in the Congress a couple of years
ago that actually extended some drug
benefits for immuno-suppressant drugs,
which is something you have to have
once you have had a transplant or your
body will reject it. So the fact of the
matter is, and that is about $1,500 a
month, so you start off with the 45,000
in dialysis, you potentially go to 100,
150 a year and probably 3, 4, 5 years,
and then once you are through that,
you are probably about $1,500 a month
for maintenance of the organ so that
your body does not reject it, and that
is only $11,000.
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So once again we continue to go back

to the idea of, first of all, if they had
the medicine available to them for the
blood pressure, that would probably
help them or at least extend the life-
time of their kidneys. You would not
be looking at the long time for dialy-
sis. But once you have to go through
that, even on the other side of it, it is
still better in the final analysis to look
at the $1,500 that you would be using
for immuno-suppressant drugs.

I guess, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PALLONE), one of the things
that has me concerned is that we un-
derstand that there potentially will be
a bill brought to the floor of the House,
which is a good thing, that might give
us the opportunity to debate the issue
on prescription drugs. I have some con-
cerns because we are hearing rumors
up here that the legislation may never
even come through committee, that it
is going to be a major Medicare reform
bill with a prescription drug benefit
that will have had no ability to look at
the consequence with the committee
process which, when we are talking
about this as to which is better, what
could be better offering amendments,
giving that opportunity, making sure
that it either goes through the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and/or
through the Committee on Commerce
is a very important part of this proc-
ess. Because the other part that will
happen is that what we have seen in
the past with the Medicare bills, we
have not even had an opportunity to
offer amendments. And if I remember
correctly, and the gentleman may help
me, I do not even know that we were
offered a substitute.

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time
to respond, I think the gentlewoman
makes a very good point. I started out
this evening by saying that the Repub-
licans are talking about bringing a bill
which they have not really outlined.
They have just given vague ideas of
what it might be.

Mrs. THURMAN. They have a bill.
Mr. PALLONE. But they are not sure

they want to move it or what to do
with it.

Mrs. THURMAN. Right.
Mr. PALLONE. What I think is hap-

pening and what we were hearing last
week, they had a press conference last
week and they outlined these broad
principles which I pointed out earlier
are all essentially a sham. They talked
about that this will be a Medicare ben-
efit, but it is not guaranteed to all
Medicare beneficiaries, so how is it a
Medicare benefit? But what we are
hearing is they were supposed to bring
it directly to markup in the two com-
mittees, the Committee on Energy and
Commerce and the Committee on Ways
and Means next week, and then to the
floor before the Memorial Day recess.

And what you are pointing out, and
this is absolutely right, this is prob-
ably the most important piece of legis-
lation to deal with in this Congress.
The normal process is to have one day
of hearings, usually like months of

hearing, and then have a markup and
allow amendments and then go to the
floor. I think what you are saying is
they may not do any of that, they may
bring it directly to the floor.

I think just a couple of days ago, I
think Monday in the Congress Daily,
they pointed out that the headline said
‘‘GOP Drug Plan Faces Intra-Party
Critics.’’ The problem is that a lot of
Republicans who are more reasonable
and are really concerned about what
this is going to mean have been sug-
gesting to them that, A, that this pre-
scription drug plan is not going to help
that many seniors or that, B, the Medi-
care reform is really cutting back on
payments for hospitals or others that
have a great need.

Mrs. THURMAN. Nurses.
Mr. PALLONE. The gentlewoman is

right. They may not be able to muster
the votes in committee and they may
just take it directly to the floor, which
is a huge travesty because there will be
no debate other than on the floor,
which is not the way it is supposed to
be.

Mrs. THURMAN. And that is a con-
cern because there needs to be a de-
bate. We need to understand the cost.
We need to understand the consequence
of whatever we bring to the floor. We
need to understand if there is a market
product out there for us. I mean, one of
the problems that we have heard over
and over again is if you turn this over
to private insurance that there may
not even be a tier. It may be, oh, well,
here we go. We have got a prescription
drug plan, but it is probably not going
to start until a little bit later. And by
the time people figure it out, the fact
of the matter is there may not be an
insurance company that is willing to
provide that service without having
other areas.

They talk about the Federal health
plan. Well, the difference is that is a
whole package. We get young, we get
middle, and we get older. We get new
Federal employees. We get retired Fed-
eral employees. And the idea is that
you spread it. You have a spread over
this and that is not what is going to
happen in a Medicare or what may be
considered in a private insurance. You
are going to have one group of folks
who are, by the way, in most cases, the
seniors with the least ability to pay,
which is a fine goal, but they are also
sometimes the sickest because they
have not had the advantages, as the
doctor was pointing out, of being able
to have taken care of health care. So
their medicines, probably because they
have more complicated cases, are going
to be more expensive. And so when you
start trying to use a voucher in a sys-
tem where you have very sick and not
a cross risk, it is going to be very ex-
pensive for an insurance company or
anybody to go in and try to negotiate
for this particular group of seniors.

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time,
I think the gentlewoman is absolutely
right. If you remember, two years ago,
again, close to the election when the

Republican leadership tried to bring up
a bill, and that is what it basically
was, that we are going to give money
to insurance companies and hope that
they will cover prescription drugs and
you can shop around and see if they
will cover you. That only passed the
House and it died. But it was based at
the time on a model that was used in
the State of Nevada, and Nevada,
which had a Republican legislature and
I think a Republican governor, decided
to go this route. And for 6 months after
the governor signed it, they could not
find any insurance company that would
cover anybody. So 6 months from the
day it was in effect, there was nothing
out there for people to buy. And then
they think what they did is they tried
to get one company to cover it and
even then they could not get anybody.
So the whole thing is a huge mess and
not working.

Mrs. THURMAN. And we could say
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY) has given us a wonderful op-
portunity to understand what hap-
pened in Nevada. And it would seem to
me that it would be something this
Congress ought to be looking at where
the pitfalls were what happened. I
mean, correcting and not trying to
pass a model that has already failed in
one State.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I think
they have made certain changes, and I
do not know what the status is now.
But the one thing I was going to say is
that part of this is just sort of an ideo-
logical problem that the Republican
leadership has. In other words, they did
not like Medicare. Most of the Repub-
licans voted against Medicare in the
1960s or whenever it started. And it was
for ideological reasons because it was a
government-run program. And I think
that is what you are getting.

The Republican leadership just can-
not accept the fact that Medicare
works and we should add this benefit.
They think it is too much government
interference, so they are trying to send
it out to the private sector from an ide-
ological perspective.

The gentlewoman was pointing out,
and everybody is pointing out, let us
look at this practically. Let us not say
this is left wing or right wing or what-
ever it is. Medicare works. This is not
going to work, what they are pro-
posing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman.

Mrs. THURMAN. And I think there
were some issues out here also that are
very alarming and very concerning and
certainly ones that, I think, based on
the constituency in the Fifth District
in talking with them, that they were
seeing high increases in their prescrip-
tion drugs today. I mean, we know for
a fact that they grew almost by 17 per-
cent this year. We are not seeing any-
thing in this piece of legislation that
speaks to the high cost of prescription
drugs. And so they understand that be-
cause they have constantly, and it is
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not just in the Fifth District of Flor-
ida. I mean, they get this. They under-
stand that they are paying way more
than other countries, Canada, the bor-
ders of Canada, we know what is hap-
pening over there. We know the bus-
loads of people that are going to Can-
ada to pick up their prescription drugs.
We know they are out on the Internet
to the Canadian Drug Store I think is
the name of the sites. Mexico, people
are sending overseas for these medi-
cines, not because they do not want to
be able to purchase them here, but
when they are taking two or three
medicines and they are costing 3 to
$400 with one supply being 150 and an-
other being 200 and another maybe 50,
they cannot afford it. And they under-
stand that they feel better on an every-
day basis when they have that medi-
cine being taken as the doctor has pre-
scribed it, and they understand that
they are not having complications with
their health when they are able to take
this. But at some point they just say I
cannot do this. I cannot afford to con-
tinue to do this.

The gentleman and I have talked
about this a thousand times, the
amount of people that come into our
offices, and they talk about cutting
their pills in half, they talk about tak-
ing them one every three days or one
every two days as versus every day, or
they may take one a day instead of
three a day just for that. But then you
also hear, because it is sometimes just
not one person in that family that is
on medications, it is two.

I actually get stories, I had a daugh-
ter write to me about her parents, tell-
ing me how important having a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit was. She
was watching her mother not get her
medicines to make sure that her hus-
band, the daughter’s father, who had
more complications, had his medicines
so she could keep him alive. I mean,
that was the sacrifice that she was
making in her mind that was impor-
tant. To the daughter it was a trav-
esty. She was watching her parents lit-
erally have to choose, one being just
able to sustain their lives because of
medicines because they could not af-
ford it all, or to choose that one could
not have that same advantage. And I
am not seeing anything in any of these
pieces of legislation. In fact, quite the
contrary in some ways. We are not see-
ing the ability for any concerns about
the rising cost.

Now, in saying that, let me also sug-
gest for a moment that this is not just
Medicare at this point. The rising cost
issue is a family issue. It is a business
issue. We have corporate citizens in
this country that are trying their level
best to provide health care benefits to
their employees. They want to do it.
They think it is the right thing.

b 1915

Two things are happening. GM came
in the other day to testify before the
committee. They said that their Medi-
care or their prescription drug bill

went up $508 million last year. How do
they continue to offer good benefits
with a prescription drug without cut-
ting other benefits in their plan so that
they can continue to offer a prescrip-
tion drug?

Well, one of the pharmaceutical com-
panies was there and said, well, there
are ways to do that. They can nego-
tiate, they can look at utilization, they
can provide copayments, they can do
different things. And when we asked
GM what they were doing, they said,
We are already doing those things. We
are doing the things that we feel are
what they have told us would be good
business practices.

Well, there really was not an answer
to the question then to the company
when we said, so, if they are doing all
of these things, then what is the an-
swer? They had no answer, and so there
are issues out there.

AARP just did an article a couple of
months ago talking about the costs,
what was included in this cost. It was
the advertising, and I would maybe not
even call it advertising, but a mar-
keting tool, that they called research.
It is called research but it is research
marketing, marketing research. So
they know what they can sell to, what
they can do; and so they use that as
kind of their shield.

What were the numbers we heard? I
do not know if my colleague heard, it
is about, what, Pepsi-Cola versus, I
guess I do not know if I can talk about
brand names, but the idea is that there
are companies that are spending 10, $20
million less in a year than one com-
pany maybe on a couple of different
medicines.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, this came up in the other
body, I cannot mention the name of the
other body, other side of the Capitol
and the point was, as my colleague
knows, is the drug companies, the
brand-name drug companies always say
that they need to charge more because
of research and development, when in
reality what we know is a lot of the
extra cost is just for advertising so
that they can advertise the name-
brand drug rather than the generic
drug; and one of the ways that they
could reduce costs is if they tried to
encourage more use of generics, obvi-
ously; or I think in the Senate there
was a proposal, which I think is a great
idea, to say that that someone cannot
take a tax deduction for advertising. In
other words, someone can take a tax
deduction for money they expend on re-
search and development, but not for
advertising.

We, essentially, through the Tax
Code, I am talking to a Ways and
Means member now so I want to be
careful here, but essentially encourage
through the Tax Code that they adver-
tise as much as they like because they
get some sort of credit or deduction for
it. I do not know exactly how it works.

I wanted to say, if I could, to com-
ment on what the gentlewoman talked
about when she talked about the costs

and the pricing because I started out
tonight saying that the biggest sort of
sham out here is that when the Presi-
dent about a year ago talked about
promoting the discount card, which a
lot of the drug companies are now of-
fering, he talked about that as sort of
an interim measure. In other words, we
have not got a prescription drug pro-
gram now, so until we do, until Con-
gress passes it, let us promote this dis-
count card because at least there will
be some savings, which I questioned,
but in case it is not the government
helping in any way, this is what the
drug companies are doing.

Now, when the Republicans unveiled
their sort of principles last week, the
card became their cost-containment
mechanism, which is ridiculous be-
cause the government is not doing any-
thing; and then as my colleague says,
the Republicans act as if there is no
way they can influence the price. That
is nonsense.

If we set up the guaranteed benefit
under Medicare, we now have 40 million
seniors, and the Secretary of Health
and Human Services has an incredible
bargaining, negotiating ability because
he represents those 40 million seniors,
and he can certainly take actions that
would result in lower prices.

Mrs. THURMAN. That is exactly
right, and this is not a model that
quite frankly is obscure in this govern-
ment. It is going on.

We are seeing it within the VA sys-
tem. The VA system, in fact, does just
that. They negotiate for military retir-
ees and veterans for the purposes of
buying medicines. We do it. We already
do it, and it works; and because of it,
we have been able to really expand.
And for military retirees, they now
have a prescription drug benefit that
costs them $3 for a generic, $9 for a
brand name a month or they can do a
mail order, which would be for a 3-
month period, $3 for generic and $9 for
brand name over a 3-month period.

So there are very good things going
on and standards that have already
been set by the Federal Government
for some parts. Then if we thought
about it, if then we are negotiating for,
I think it is, something like 22, 25 mil-
lion veterans, plus 40 million Medicare,
we now have a very good possibility of
looking at some things that could hap-
pen or we can do, I think, what the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) has
talked about, certainly looking at
what the costs are in other countries,
and at least making it so those costs
were no different here than they were
there, whether it be Canada, Mexico,
UK, whatever, having that a possibility
out there.

There are just things, but it kind of
goes back to what we talked about. We
are not having a debate. I think what
is so frustrating about this is everyone
in this House, to my knowledge, prob-
ably went home and talked about a
prescription drug benefit in the last
campaign. They said this is something
that was needed. So we can have the
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debate with our constituents at home
as to what is good and right and the
kinds of ideas.

Our constituents have so much to
offer us in this debate. Then why can
we not we have a real debate in the
Congress?

It may not be that we are so far apart
in some of these ideas. The first
premise is we agree that there should
be a prescription drug benefit. It is how
we get into the details of it.

So why can we not sit down and get
out ideas of how things should be one
way or another? Throw everything on
the table, set it down, come in, see
what is working, looking at what is
happening in other parts of govern-
ment, where we are successful; where
we are successful in the private sector;
where we are successful with Federal
employees; where are we doing the
right things; where are the areas that
are not successful. Look at those. What
is happening? Go in and talk to some of
these corporations that are trying to
negotiate and are trying to do the
right things to make sure that they
have a prescription drug benefit for
their employees.

They are experiencing right now
what we need to be addressing, and I
am just very frustrated that we may
not even have the opportunity to have
this debate, that it may be we come
out here, no work in the committee.
We come down to the floor, we have an
hour debate on the rule and an hour de-
bate on the bill, maybe 2 hours, that is
a Medicare bill, that quite frankly will
probably talk about prescription drugs.
We will not even get the opportunity to
really talk about what potentially hap-
pens at nursing homes, what kind of
cuts are happening with hospitals, if
there is going to be some kind of a co-
payment for home health care. We are
going to hear prescription drugs, and
we are not even going to give a full de-
bate and disclosure of what is going to
be in other parts of this piece of legis-
lation.

These are critical issues that are dev-
astating and potentially could be dev-
astating to the infrastructure of our
seniors in this country. They deserve a
strong and lively debate and being able
to point out where we think there are
pitfalls, where the issues are; and we
ought to be able to have that oppor-
tunity.

Mr. PALLONE. I agree, and I am
very fearful about what the gentle-
woman says, which is that essentially
with what the Republican leadership is
doing here, they just want to bring up
a bill so they can say they passed
something, send it over to the other
body and have it die.

Mrs. THURMAN. Just to say that the
Senate has it.

Mr. PALLONE. I think that is what
we are headed for. Hopefully, we are
wrong and maybe we are too cynical
and we can be optimistic. I have the
same fear my colleague does.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
only thing I would say then is maybe

us being here tonight and talking
about this issue, maybe it will give
some pause; and maybe we will have
the opportunity to have that debate.

Mr. PALLONE. I hope so. I am eter-
nally the optimist, as I know my col-
league is, too.

Let me yield to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS).

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I first
thank both of my colleagues for giving
me the opportunity to speak on what I
believe is one of the most important
issues facing our Nation today. The
time has certainly come for us to im-
plement a real prescription drug plan
for seniors.

Let me talk a little bit about, on a
personal note, a couple I know and
their experience. John and Ann Craig
are residents of a little town called
Muddy, Illinois, just a neighboring
town out of my hometown in southern
Illinois, Eldorado. The Craigs suffer
from a combination of diseases, includ-
ing diabetes, heart disease, and high
blood pressure. His medication runs
around $450 each month. They pay a
total of $1,300 a month for prescription
drugs and receive a mere $700 in Social
Security.

The Craigs own a small farm where
they have worked hard most of their
lives. However, their overwhelming
pharmacy bills have effectively ruined
any chance of worry-free retirement
because most of their savings has al-
ready been used on medication. This is
just one example of the unnecessary
hardships our citizens are facing due to
overpriced prescription drugs.

There are many examples of other
senior citizens I can give my colleague.

The issue of an affordable prescrip-
tion drug plan for seniors is not just
going to go away, and folks like John
and Ann Craig are going to continue to
spend their life savings on medication.
Our citizens are depending on us to
work together to come up with a plan
that will bring them prescription drugs
at a price they can afford and a price
that does not take a large chunk out of
their monthly budget that would nor-
mally be spent on food and other neces-
sities.

So we need a plan that is fairly easy
and will benefit all seniors. Our Na-
tion’s seniors have enough to worry
about without having to figure out
where they fit into a complicated pre-
scription drug plan.

We have a moral and ethical respon-
sibility to look out for our seniors, and
we must implement a plan that will
benefit each and every senior that is
paying ridiculous prices for their nec-
essary medications. It is time that we
get together and work on a plan that is
reasonable and a bipartisan approach.
Stop pointing fingers and let us try to
get it down to what is real for Ameri-
cans like John and Ann Craig.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from Illinois for
joining us. I know we only have a few
minutes left.

I just wanted to, in ending this Spe-
cial Order tonight, if I could just de-

velop a little bit one of the points that
he made.

Part of the reason why the Demo-
cratic proposal and what the Demo-
crats have been talking about tonight
is so much better than what the Repub-
licans have been proposing is because
of its simplicity. We know that right
now under the existing Medicare pro-
gram it is very easy for the average
senior to sign up, be part of the pro-
gram and benefit from the program.

All seniors and even the disabled who
are under 65 that are eligible for Medi-
care know that their hospitalization is
covered. They know that if they pay a
premium, I think it is about $40 a
month for part B to cover their doctor
bills, that they will have a guaranteed
benefit and that the Federal Govern-
ment will pay 80 percent of the cost of
their doctor bills, and that if they are
in a traditional fee-for-service plan,
rather than an HMO, which most sen-
iors are still in the traditional Medi-
care fee-for-service program, that they
can go to any doctor, they can go to
any hospital and Medicare is going to
cover it.

What we are saying as Democrats is
we want to build on that very success-
ful Medicare model which is very easy
for seniors to understand and take ad-
vantage of and say if someone pays a
premium of say 25, $30 a month for
their prescription drugs, then they will
be guaranteed a generous portion of
that; say, maybe 80 percent or so is
going to be covered by the Federal
Government.

b 1930
And that after your first $100 deduct-

ible you can be guaranteed that your
prescription drugs are going to be paid
for in that way. Very simple model. It
is the existing Medicare program;
builds on it. Forget the ideology, just
do it. That is what the Democrats are
saying. Do it for every senior; everyone
who is eligible for Medicare.

Now, my colleague from Illinois said,
well, the seniors are concerned about
not wanting to have to do some com-
plicated plan. Well, that is what the
Republicans are saying. They are say-
ing forget the Medicare model, we are
going to throw some money somehow
to some insurance companies and we
are hoping that the insurance compa-
nies will provide some sort of benefit,
but we are not guaranteeing they are
going to cover all drugs or any par-
ticular kinds of drugs. We are not guar-
anteeing there will be any kind of par-
ticular premium structure or what the
level of the Federal Government’s con-
tribution is going to be.

And the seniors are supposed to shop
around. These seniors, who are now 70,
80 years old, and they are supposed to
shop around to see if there is some
kind of insurance program that they
can get. Now, I know some seniors are
going to be able to do that, but I would
say there are a lot that are not going
to be able to, and are going to find
when they are shopping that they do
not find a plan that is even available.
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I know my Republican colleagues

will say, well, they can always go to an
HMO. But remember that HMOs in-
creasingly are not available in a lot of
parts of the country, and more and
more HMOs are dropping seniors and do
not want to offer to senior citizens. So
the complication that my colleague
from Illinois talks about for seniors,
that complication is multiplied so
much by what the Republicans seem to
be proposing.

And the real answer is to go back to
the very simple program, the model
that we have now that has worked so
successfully for the last 30 years, and
that is Medicare. That is all that the
Democrats are asking for. And, hope-
fully, if this does come up in the next
week or two, we can make that point
about why a guaranteed Medicare plan
is so superior to whatever proposal the
Republican leadership is bringing up.

I guess I would just conclude by say-
ing as much as I do not like to be cyn-
ical, I believe that the Republican pro-
posal really is nothing more than an ef-
fort to show that they are doing some-
thing and that they fully understand
that their proposal is not going to go
anywhere and will never be enacted
into law. So that is a shame, too, to
think they are being very cynical and
bringing this up as we get close to the
election, rather than trying to put
something together on a bipartisan
basis that actually can be signed into
law.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 33 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HASTINGS of Washington)
at 11 o’clock and 33 minutes p.m.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4546, BOB STUMP NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107–450) on the resolution (H.
Res. 415) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 4546) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2003 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense, and for military construction,
to prescribe military personnel
strengths for fiscal year 2003, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. CARSON of Indiana (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today before 1:30
p.m. on account of official business in
the district.

Mr. HALL of Ohio (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account of
attending ambassador school.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SCHAFFER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes,

today.

f

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 410. An act to amend the Violence
Against Women Act of 2000 by expanding the
legal assistance for victims of violence grant
program to include legal assistance for vic-
tims of dating violence; to the Committee on
Judiciary.

f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled bills of
the House of the following titles, which
were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2048. An act to require a report on the
operations of the State Justice Institute.

H.R. 2305. An act to authorize certain fed-
eral officials with responsibility for the ad-
ministration of the criminal justice system
of the District of Columbia to serve on and
participate in the activities of the District of
Columbia Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3525. An act to enhance the border se-
curity of the United States, and for other
purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on May 7, 2002 he presented
to the President of the United States,
for his approval, the following bills.

H.R. 169. To require that Federal agencies
be accountable for violations of antidiscrimi-
nation and whistleblower protection laws; to
require that each Federal agency post quar-
terly on its public Web site, certain statis-
tical data relating to Federal sector equal
employment opportunity complaints filed
with such agency; and for other purposes.

H.R. 495. To designate the Federal building
located in Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas,
United States Virgin Islands, as the ‘‘Ron de
Lugo Federal Building’’.

H.R. 819. To designate the Federal building
located at 143 West Liberty Street, Medina,
Ohio, as the ‘‘Donald J. Pease Federal Build-
ing’’.

H.R. 3093. To designate the Federal build-
ing and United States courthouse located at
501 Bell Street in Alton, Illinois, as the ‘‘Wil-
liam L. Beatty Federal Building and United
States Courthouse’’.

H.R. 3282. To designate the Federal build-
ing and United States courthouse located at
400 North Main Street in Butte, Montana, as
the ‘‘Mike Mansfield Federal Building and
United States Courthouse’’.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 34 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, May 9, 2002, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6676. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Acquisition of Commercial Items [DFARS
Case 95-D712] received April 22, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

6677. A letter from the Counsel for Regula-
tions, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Strengthening the Title I Prop-
erty Improvement and Manufactured Home
Loan Insurance Programs and Title I Lender/
Title II Mortgagee Approval Requirements
[Docket No. FR-4246-F-02] (RIN: 2502-AG95)
received April 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

6678. A letter from the Counsel for Regula-
tions, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Real Estate Settlement Proce-
dure Act Statement of Policy 2001-1: Clari-
fication of Statement of Policy 1999-1 Re-
garding Lender Payments to Mortgage Bro-
kers, and Guidance Concerning Unearned
Fees Under Section 8(b) [Docket No. FR-4714-
N-01] (RIN: 2502-AH74) received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

6679. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
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the Corporation’s final rule — Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits — received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

6680. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Med-
ical Devices; Gastroenterology-Urology De-
vices; Classification of the Ingestible
Telemetic Gastrointestinal Capsule Imaging
System [Docket No. 01P-0304] received April
22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6681. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance (LOA) to Oman for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 02-16),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6682. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 17-02 informing of an intention to sign
Amendment Number One to the Memo-
randum of Understanding between the
United States, Australia, and the United
Kingdom concerning Cooperation in Naviga-
tion Warfare Technology Demonstrator and
System Prototype Projects, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6683. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 13-02 informing of an intention to sign an
Amendment to the Memorandum of Under-
standing between the United States, the
United Kingdom, Canada and Turkey con-
cerning the Cooperative Framework for the
System Development and Demonstration
(SDD) Phase of the Joint Strike Fighter
(JSF) Program and the Netherlands Supple-
ment between the United States and The
Netherlands, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to
the Committee on International Relations.

6684. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Russia, Ukraine, Norway and the
Cayman Islands [Transmittal No. DTC 23-02],
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6685. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Russia [Transmittal No. DTC 22-
02], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6686. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Spain [Transmittal No. DTC 014-
02], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6687. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the Month in Review: January 2002 Re-
ports, Testimony, Correspondance, and Other
Publications; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6688. A letter from the Executive Secretary
and Chief of Staff, Agency For International
Development, transmitting a report pursu-
ant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of
1998; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

6689. A letter from the Director, Office of
White House Liaison, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6690. A letter from the Assistant Director,
Executive and Political Personnel, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a report pur-
suant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act
of 1998; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

6691. A letter from the Chair, Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, trans-
mitting the Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Pro-
gram Performance Report; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

6692. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s FY 2001 Annual Program
Performance Report; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

6693. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the Month in Review: October 2001 Re-
ports, Testimony, Correspondence, and Other
Publications; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6694. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Prevailing Rate Systems;
Definition of San Joaquin County, Cali-
fornia, as a Nonappropriated Fund Wage
Area (RIN: 3206-AJ35) received April 9, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

6695. A letter from the General Counsel,
Peace Corps, transmitting a report pursuant
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

6696. A letter from the General Counsel,
Peace Corps, transmitting a report pursuant
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

6697. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area
630 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.
011218304-1304-01; I.D. 030102B] received April
22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

6698. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Requiring Change of Sta-
tus from B to F-1 or M-1 Nonimmigrant
Prior to Pursuing a Course of Study [INS No.
2195-02] (RIN: 1115-AG60) received April 9,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

6699. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
VISAS: Passports and Visas Not Required for
Certain Nonimmigrants--Visa Waiver Pro-
gram — received April 10, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

6700. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; BAE Systems (Operations) Lim-
ited Model BAe 146 Series Airplanes and
Model Avro 146-RJ Series Airplanes [Docket
No. 2001-NM-186-AD; Amendment 39-12666; AD
2002-04-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 16,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6701. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, Office of Disaster Assistance,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Dis-
aster Loan Program (RIN: 3245-AE82) re-
ceived April 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Small
Business.

6702. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Regulatory Law, Department of Vet-
erans’ Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Policy Regarding Par-
ticipation in National Practitioner Data
Bank (RIN: 2900-AJ76) received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

6703. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s legislative proposal
entitled ‘‘The Child Obscenity and Pornog-
raphy Prevention Act of 2002’’; jointly to the
Committees on the Judiciary and Education
and the Workforce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. OXLEY: Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. H.R. 2941. A bill to facilitate the provi-
sion of assistance by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for the
cleanup and economic redevelopment of
brownfields; with an amendment (Rept. 107–
448). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. TAUZIN: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 3833. A bill to facilitate the
creation of a new, second-level Internet do-
main within the United States country code
domain that will be a haven for material
that promotes positive experiences for chil-
dren and families using the Internet, pro-
vides a safe online environment for children,
and helps to prevent children from being ex-
posed to harmful material on the Internet,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 107–449). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 415. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4546) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 2003 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of Defense,
and for military construction, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for fiscal year
2003, and for other purposes (Rept. 107–450).
Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
BASS, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mrs. BONO, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. UPTON, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. WELLER,
and Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida):

H.R. 4678. A bill to protect and enhance
consumer privacy, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. GEKAS:
H.R. 4679. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to provide a maximum term of
supervised release of life for child sex offend-
ers; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BAIRD (for himself and Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina):
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H.R. 4680. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions for the Advanced Technological Edu-
cation Program, to amend the Scientific and
Advanced-Technology Act of 1992 to further
strengthen science, mathematics, and tech-
nology education at the Nation’s associate-
degree-granting colleges, to establish an ad-
visory committee to help guide implementa-
tion of the Advanced Technological Edu-
cation Program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Science, and in addition
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. HART,
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. MURTHA,
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. SHERWOOD,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
SOUDER, and Mr. TRAFICANT):

H.R. 4681. A bill to establish the Fort
Presque Isle National Historic Site in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. MURTHA:
H.R. 4682. A bill to revise the boundary of

the Allegheny Portage Railroad National
Historic Site, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Mr.
SHAYS):

H.R. 4683. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to clarify that
fill material cannot be comprised of waste;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. PALLONE:
H.R. 4684. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act and the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to im-
prove access to health insurance and Medi-
care benefits for individuals ages 55 to 65 to
be fully funded through premiums and anti-
fraud provisions, to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide financial as-
sistance for those individuals who are too
poor to afford the premiums, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, and Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. KERNS, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. SCHAFFER,
and Mr. CANTOR):

H.R. 4685. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to expand the types of Federal
agencies that are required to prepare audited
financial statements; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. WATKINS:
H.R. 4686. A bill to direct the Secretary of

Energy to convey a parcel of land at the fa-
cility of the Southwestern Power Adminis-
tration in Tupelo, Oklahoma; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Mr. ORTIZ,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, and
Mr. HINOJOSA):

H. Con. Res. 398. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the historical significance of the

Mexican holiday of Cinco de Mayo; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mrs. KELLY:
H. Con. Res. 399. Concurrent resolution rec-

ognizing and supporting the efforts of the
State of New York to develop the National
Purple Heart Hall of Honor in New Windsor,
New York, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SHOWS:
H. Con. Res. 400. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
unfair Russian Federation ban on the impor-
tation of United States poultry; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 123: Mr. CANNON.
H.R. 459: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
H.R. 510: Mr. COSTELLO and Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.R. 730: Mr. LYNCH.
H.R. 902: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. NUSSLE,

Mr. GOODE, and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 945: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and

Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 975: Mr. BARRETT.
H.R. 1011: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1073: Mr. SHIMKUS.
H.R. 1094: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 1106: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1172: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 1202: Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.

KILDEE, and Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
H.R. 1212: Mr. PICKERING.
H.R. 1382: Mrs. DAVIS of California.
H.R. 1400: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 1452: Mr. OSE.
H.R. 1515: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1520: Mr. HOBSON.
H.R. 1556: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas and Mrs. CAPITO.
H.R. 1581: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.

SNYDER.
H.R. 1650: Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 1723: Mr. LUTHER, Mr. PETERSON of

Minnesota, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
SWEENEY, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. LARSEN
of Washington, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1724: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1822: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 1887: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1904: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 1931: Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 1983: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 1987: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 2012: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 2037: Mr. WELLER, Mr. SMITH of Michi-

gan, and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 2063: Mr. DINGELL.
H.R. 2466: Mr. HAYES.
H.R. 2484: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. WEINER, Mrs.

CLAYTON, and Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 2573. Ms. BROWN of Florida.
H.R. 2662: Mr. CLAY.
H.R. 2714: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia

and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.
H.R. 2820: Mr. DELAHUNT and Ms. LEE.
H.R. 2901: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 3238: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. KENNEDY of

Rhode Island.
H.R. 3320: Mr. GOODE and Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 3333: Mr. PITTS.
H.R. 3335: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 3414: Ms. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 3534: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 3704: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 3713: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 3717: Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H.R. 3752: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.

GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. BARRETT, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. HARMAN, and Mr.
GONZALEZ.

H.R. 3828: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BACA,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. PASTOR,
Ms. SOLIS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. LEE, and
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 3831: Mr. KING.
H.R. 3834: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. KILDEE,

Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 3884: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3887: Mr. MOORE, Mr. LEVIN, Ms.

DELAURO, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs.
KELLY, and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 3917: Mr. RAMSTAD.
H.R. 3940: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
H.R. 3957: Mr. KOLBE.
H.R. 3989: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 3995: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SUNUNU, and

Mr. BURR of North Carolina.
H.R. 4012: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 4027: Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 4046: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 4061: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. GILLMOR, and

Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 4076: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 4078: Mr. STARK and Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 4098: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 4104: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 4123: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs.

CHRISTENSEN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BALDACCI, and
Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4169: Mr. PITTS.
H.R. 4187: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. BARRETT,

and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 4260: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 4374: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.

ISAKSON, and Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 4479: Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 4481: Mr. STUMP and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 4575: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. GREEN of Texas,

Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. PENCE, and Mr.
CROWLEY.

H.R. 4585: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota.
H.R. 4594: Ms. SANCHEZ.
H.R. 4604: Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 4635: Mr. HAYES, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, and Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 4642: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. GOODE, and

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 4643: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 4646: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. KANJORSKI,

Mr. FRANK, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 4665: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 4667: Mr. FORBES and Mrs. JOHNSON of

Connecticut.
H.R. 4669: Mr. FROST, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms.

NORTON, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. BROWN of Ohio,
and Mr. BONIOR.

H. Con. Res. 315: Mr. SESSIONS.
H. Con. Res. 345: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H. Con. Res. 359: Mr. GORDON.
H. Con. Res. 368: Mr. DUNCAN.
H. Con. Res. 375: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. SCHROCK.
H. Con. Res. 385: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. KIL-

DEE, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey.

H. Con. Res. 390: Mr. LAMPSON.
H. Con. Res. 394: Mr. TIAHRT.
H. Res. 398. Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. OSBORNE,

and Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable MARK 
DAYTON, a Senator from the State of 
Minnesota. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious Lord, You have taught us, 
‘‘If you have faith as a mustard seed, 
you will say to this mountain, ‘Move 
from here to there’ and it will move; 
and nothing will be impossible for 
you.’’—Matthew 17:20. 

Is Your promise applicable to us in 
our circumstances? Will You give us 
power to remove the mountainous dif-
ferences that often divide us if we have 
faith in You—even as small as a mus-
tard seed? We dare to claim that You 
will. Give us the gift of faith to trust 
You completely. 

Therefore, we ask You to guide us to 
resolve our present concerns. Bring us 
together in unity around what is most 
creative for our Nation. We place our 
trust in You. Nothing is impossible for 
You. Help us Lord; we need You. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable MARK DAYTON led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 8, 2002. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable MARK DAYTON, a Sen-
ator from the State of Minnesota, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. DAYTON thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

FARM SECURITY AND RURAL IN-
VESTMENT ACT OF 2002—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of the conference report accompanying 
H.R. 2646, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Conference Report accompanying H.R. 

2646, a bill to provide for the continuation of 
agricultural programs through fiscal year 
2011. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be 6 hours of debate on the 
conference report, to be equally divided 
between the chairman and ranking 
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the conference report 
on the Farm Security and Rural In-
vestment Act—the farm bill of 2002. 

We must have a strong and solid 
commitment to our family farmers, 
and we must have a farm bill that pro-
vides this foundation. Simply put, 
through the miracle of modern day ag-
riculture our farmers and ranchers pro-
vide significant and mostly unappreci- 
ated support for trade, jobs, our Na-
tion’s balance of payments; they serve 
as a catalyst for our Nation’s economy 
and provide American consumers with 
the most plentiful, inexpensive, and 
safe food supply in the history of the 
world. So a good farm bill is essential 
to every American citizen. The authors 
of the pending bill have tried to do this 
with myriad commodity, conservation, 
nutrition, research, and many other 
programs. I thank them for their ef-
forts. 

Throughout my career as a Senator, 
Congressman, and congressional staff-
er, I have had the privilege to work on 
no less than six major farm bills and 
numerous pieces of smaller legislation. 
I must say that from a policy and proc-
ess standpoint, this farm bill has cer-
tainly been unique. 

I have always believed we should not 
play politics with a bill that directly 
affects the daily lives and pocketbooks 
of our farmers, ranchers, our con-
sumers, and, yes, even the taxpayer, 
and those who are hungry and mal-
nourished. That is why I have sup-
ported bills written by both Democrats 
and Republicans. 

In my view, a farm bill should have 
two primary goals: 

First, to provide assistance when 
needed to those who produce the food 
for our Nation and a troubled and hun-
gry world. That assistance is needed 
now given the near revolutionary and 
dynamic changes we face in agriculture 
today. Put in Dodge City language, the 
farmer and rancher today are not in 
very good shape for the shape they are 
in. These are tough times in farm coun-
try. 

Second, the bill should provide this 
assistance through a realistic, reason-
able, and predictable farm program 
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policy consistent with the harsh reali-
ties of what we face in the global mar-
ketplace. I regret to say that I fear this 
bill fails on both counts. 

There are other very important goals 
that should be and are addressed in 
this farm bill. These include dealing 
with the environment, nutrition, re-
search, and the new threat of 
agriterrorism. But my concern is with 
the commodity title. 

In this bill we have a real paradox. 
Those who have seldom or never voted 
for farm bills in the past during their 
long years of distinguished service and 
have made it a practice to regularly 
criticize previous farm bills have writ-
ten this bill and have proclaimed it to 
be the best bill ever written and they 
are going to vote for it. 

On the other hand, some who have 
voted for farm bills in the past, this 
Member included, knowing no farm bill 
is perfect or written in stone—knowing 
that the final product is never the best 
possible farm bill but the best bill pos-
sible—will vote no. 

I make these comments without 
questioning the intent of any Senator 
or House Member who believes this bill 
is the ‘‘best ever’’ and, I might add, 
who worked very hard through great 
difficulty to produce this bill. I salute 
their hard work and tireless efforts but 
respectfully disagree with their conclu-
sion. 

However, due to what I consider seri-
ous flaws in the bill, I cannot vote for 
final passage of this conference report. 
I do not believe the bill before us gets 
the job done for farmers and ranchers 
in Kansas and in other parts of the 
country. 

In saying this, I pledge to my col-
leagues and my farmers and ranchers 
that whatever concerns I have with 
this bill, I will work with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
help make improvements when they 
are needed. In fact, this bill is a fate 
accompli, it will pass today and the 
President will sign it. As least for now, 
the support for a supplemental is not 
there. The bill should not be delayed 
any further. 

Now, there are some good things in 
this legislation—including some initia-
tives I have supported. 

These include: Equalization of the 
sorghum loan rate to the corn rate; 
permanent authority for LDPs on 
grazed out wheat; a beneficial interest 
fix for LDPs on the 2001 crops; ex-
panded funding for the environmental 
quality incentives program, a most im-
portant program for our livestock pro-
ducers; more equitable food stamp ben-
efits; and most importantly, research 
program authorizations that will allow 
us to develop the tools needed to pro-
tect agriculture and our food supply 
from terrorist threats and to expand 
carbon sequestration research to en-
able the farmer to be a partner in the 
challenge to reduce global warming. 

However, as I said, it is the com-
modity title that raises serious con-
cerns for this Senator. 

First, there is the timing of this bill 
and the proposed assistance. We are 
spending nearly $48 billion in new fund-
ing over the next 10 years for our com-
modity programs. 

Some argue this investment is sup-
posed to ‘‘restore the safety net’’ for 
our farmers and ranchers and eliminate 
the need for supplemental assistance in 
the future. 

In fact, all programs considered, this 
legislation will add $73.5 billion to the 
agriculture baseline which now totals 
an estimated $183 billion with the new 
Congressional Budget Office scoring. 

To say this represents a significant 
investment in our commodity, con-
servation, nutrition, and research pro-
grams is an understatement, to be 
sure. I will leave the debate of how 
much is appropriate—given our budget 
challenges and given the world farmers 
face; the world price depression, lack of 
exports, market interference, unfair 
foreign subsidization, weather, value of 
the dollar, and all of the other vagaries 
beyond the control of the farmer—to 
another time. 

Mr. President, what is ironic is that 
due to the timing of payments in this 
legislation, the probability is—and I 
predict—we will be back here later this 
year with Members and farm organiza-
tions asking for an additional supple-
mental payment or disaster money. 

My colleagues, we did not have to go 
down this road. Back in March I intro-
duced legislation that would have pro-
vided supplemental assistance within 
budget for this year’s crop. It also 
would have provided conservation fund-
ing for several programs. 

I introduced this package for two 
reasons: Our producers and our lenders 
needed some kind of certainty on the 
assistance they would receive for this 
crop year, and second, virtually all 
planting and lending decisions had al-
ready been made for the 2002 crop, this 
year’s crop, and it did not make sense 
to change the rules of the game in the 
middle of the 2002 crop year. It made 
more sense to do an assistance package 
this year and have the new bill apply 
to the 2003 crop after our producers and 
the Department of Agriculture had 
time to digest the details of the new 
bill. 

The second concern: this is a complex 
bill, to say the least, and farmers and 
ranchers and lenders and the USDA are 
going to feel and act like a bear in a 
briar patch. We are going to do a new 
farm bill that will require producers 
and USDA to work through a paper 
trail of recalculated loan rates for 
every commodity in every county in 
the country, base updates, yield up-
dates, and the list goes on. 

Mr. President, the name of this bill 
should be the ‘‘Farm Service Agency 
Full Employment Act’’—exactly the 
opposite of the direction we have been 
moving in recent years. As a matter of 
fact, sensing the paperwork and regu-
latory storm ahead, the USDA actually 
requested 100 million new dollars to en-
able the Farm Service Agency folks to 

come to grips with and administer the 
new program. They got $55 million by 
the way. There are going to be some 
long lines at the Farm Service Agency. 

Third, and this is a primary concern, 
when producers find out the final de-
tails regarding the so-called safety net, 
it will not be what they expected due 
to the form of assistance and the tim-
ing. That is not good. 

Let’s walk through an example: 
We grow a tremendous number of 

crops in Kansas—wheat, corn, sorghum, 
soybeans, and even a projected 80,000 
acres of cotton this year. When it 
comes to actual planted acres, wheat 
remains king in Kansas. 

Under the supplemental package I in-
troduced, wheat producers would have 
received 59 cents a bushel on this 
year’s crop. This payment would have 
occurred before the end of September. 
We need this money. We are in the 
midst of a drought in wheat country 
and we need the assistance now. 

If a wheat producer receives the max-
imum countercyclical payment avail-
able under this proposed farm bill, he 
or she would receive additional, com-
bined direct and countercyclical pay-
ments on the 2002 crop of 60 cents— 
about the same thing. But they would 
not receive the final payment until at 
least 13 months from now on June 1, 
2003. 

Let me say that again: wheat pro-
ducers would not receive their final as-
sistance on the 2002 crop until June 1, 
2003. For cotton, it would be August 
2003 and for corn, soybeans, and sor-
ghum it would be September 2003—a 
full 16 months from now. 

How can this happen? 
Under this proposed legislation, the 

maximum level of decoupled payments 
for this year’s crop would be 60 cents 
provided as follows: six cents for an ad-
ditional direct payment as soon as 
practicable by the Secretary; up to 19 
cents—35 percent of the counter-
cyclical payment—by October 31; as-
sume an additional 19 cents—the dif-
ference between 70 percent of the total 
projected payment and the October 
payment—to be paid after February 1, 
2003; and the remainder, approximately 
16 cents—after June 1, 2003. Now, does 
that sound just a bit confusing? That is 
because it is. 

It will take four checks from the 
Government for producers to receive 
what they could have received from 
one check under a supplemental this 
September. 

This is not market driven; it is mail-
box driven. 

They will not receive the last pay-
ment for this year’s crop, the 2002 crop, 
until they are harvesting next year’s 
crop, the 2003 crop. 

Just as important, the bill fails to 
provide assistance to producers when 
they need it most—when there is no 
crop to harvest. 

We have gone back and checked the 
average marketing-year prices for 
wheat, according to USDA, on every 
crop from 1982 to 1999; some 17 years in 
Kansas. 
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In 9 of those years there would have 

been no countercyclical payment for 
wheat had this bill been in effect. 
These dates would have included the 
following crops: 1982, 1983, 1984, 1988, 
1989, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

Unfortunately, 1995, 1996, and 1989 
represent what were basically our 
worst wheat crops in the past 20 years 
in Kansas. And the other 6 years rep-
resented some of our most marginal 
crops and difficult financial times. 

The question is, why on earth should 
anyone from Kansas or a similar State 
support a bill that would not have pro-
ducers of their State’s number one crop 
in nine out of the past 17 years! A farm 
bill that would not work over half the 
time in the last 17 years, why support 
that? 

Some will argue that producers may 
actually receive more assistance this 
crop year under this proposed legisla-
tion because of higher loan rates. That 
may be true—if a producer has a crop 
to harvest. 

But the producer who has no crop to 
harvest gets no benefit from a higher 
loan rate. Again, this is a major con-
cern for many of my Kansas producers 
suffering from drought conditions. 

We have had many reports that this 
year’s Kansas wheat crop has the poor-
est condition rating since the 1996 crop 
year. Producers are saying they have 
already destroyed or will destroy 200 
acres, 500 acres, 1,000 acres, even 2,000 
acres of wheat. 

Let me report to my colleagues I 
have just returned from Dodge City 
and wheat country this past weekend. I 
checked the country around Dodge 
with a long-time friend and farmer and 
that is precisely what is happening. 

The only thing you saw was the dust 
rising behind the tires because there 
was no crop left. 

These farmers are begging that we 
give them the supplemental package 
because the increased loan rate is 
going to provide them nothing when 
they have been wiped out. 

In addition, there are long standing 
policy concerns with the loan rate as 
well. And that brings up an additional 
concern, that of our trade and export 
policy. The increase in loan rates is not 
market-oriented. We are moving down 
a road that will drive production, lower 
prices, and reduce our negotiating le-
verage in international trade negotia-
tions. 

I realize, appreciate and understand 
the advocates of higher loan rates al-
ways argue they will bring higher 
prices. However, as they lead to in-
creased plantings and production, they 
will actually drive prices lower. I 
would remind my colleagues that the 
highest loan rates of the last 20 years 
for wheat were from 1982 to 1986—dur-
ing the height of the farm crisis of the 
1980s. 

Additionally, a few questions need 
answers on this issue of loan rates. 
Why did rice and cotton get to keep 
their current loan rates, and why do 
loan rates for the other crops drop in 

2004? Does this represent just a tad bit 
of politics? I hope not. 

The risk of retaliation and reduced 
leverage in international trade nego-
tiations is real. For years we have ar-
gued that the walls and barriers to 
trade be torn down by our inter-
national competitors. 

With a ‘‘free trade straight face’’ in 
the past 2 months we have imposed tar-
iffs on steel, we will pass a farm bill 
that increases the likelihood of sur-
passing our spending limits under WTO 
rules, and we are going to pass coun-
try-of-origin labeling requirements 
that will upset many of our largest 
trading partners and just to make this 
whole business really topsy-turvy, the 
majority is holding up expanding trade 
authority for the President—the only 
way I believe we can regain market 
share price and income recovery over 
the long term. This does not add up. 
This does not make sense. 

I understand we do not write farm 
bills for Brazil, for the European 
Union, or Canada, or any other coun-
try. But we should not write farm bills 
that guarantee trade retaliation either. 

Let me stress another concern, and 
that is what we are robbing from in 
order to raise loan rates and expand 
farm program payments to new com-
modities. We are paying for part of this 
bill by cutting spending of $2 billion 
from the major crop insurance program 
reform that we passed 2 years ago, the 
Kerry-Roberts bill. That, too, just does 
not make sense. 

As a final concern and comment on 
the commodity title, let us not forget 
all the promises we have made to farm-
ers, to farm and commodity organiza-
tions—everyone in farm country—with 
regard to the need for a farm savings 
account. Every farm and commodity 
organization has supported this con-
cept in resolution after policy resolu-
tion. I do not understand how we can 
include $94 million for payments to 
apple producers and $10 million for 
onion producers—neither payment was 
in the House or Senate bill—but we 
could not even include the pilot project 
for a farm savings account that had bi-
partisan support from numerous Sen-
ators. 

Finally, giving credit where credit is 
due, this farm bill does emphasize con-
servation more than any other pre-
vious bill. Again, there may be a con-
servation devil in the details. While we 
have increased spending for the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram—EQIP that is called—to the ben-
efit of many livestock producers, we 
are spending $2 billion for a new con-
servation security program that no one 
truly seems to understand or can ex-
plain exactly how it will work. I hope 
it does work. 

With all the questions surrounding 
this proposal, an argument can be 
made that this money could have been 
better spent through the EQIP pro-
gram, additional research funding, or 
by designating more funding to the 
trade title of this bill. 

As we persevered through this farm 
bill debate over the past year, it was 
my contention, voiced probably more 
than many wanted to hear, that we 
should give some attention to policy 
and not just to dollar amounts. With 
all due respect to my very dear friends 
and colleagues in the House and Sen-
ate, I just do not think we have consid-
ered all the long-term ramifications of 
this legislation. 

Farm bill policy and politics are 
never easy. We have strong disagree-
ments, but we all have the same goal in 
mind: Doing what is best for our farm-
ers and ranchers. 

I had hoped as we wrote this bill and 
looked in the rearview mirror of the 
past, we would resist the temptation to 
return to those policies. Sadly, we 
seem to have done a U-turn in the mid-
dle of our farm policy road while other 
nations are moving more towards in-
come protection for their farmers and 
away from market-distorting price sup-
ports. We are moving back again to 
price supports and away from income 
protection, and none of us knows where 
that is going to lead. 

This has been one of the most dif-
ficult decisions of my congressional ca-
reer, but I cannot vote for a bill that 
would have provided no countercyclical 
assistance to Kansas wheat producers 
in 9 of the last 17 years, that will pro-
vide an additional direct payment of 
only 6 cents a bushel for wheat, 1.9 
cents a bushel for corn, and 3.6 cents a 
bushel for sorghum, when Kansas pro-
ducers, suffering from drought in many 
areas, could have received payment of 
almost 60 cents, 33.4 cents, and 40 
cents, respectively, on those crops if we 
had included a supplemental assistance 
package for this crop. 

I cannot vote for a bill that will not 
provide more than two-thirds of its 
badly needed countercyclical assist-
ance for the 2002 crop until 13 or 16 
months from now, until 2003; a bill that 
increases loan rates when they do not 
benefit Kansas producers with no crop 
to harvest; a bill that cuts $2 billion 
from the Crop Insurance Program and 
that will greatly increase the odds of 
the United States violating its world 
trade agreements and entering into an 
agricultural trade war with some of 
our biggest competitors. 

Despite these concerns, and my vote 
on this legislation, I pledge to my 
farmers and ranchers, I pledge to my 
colleagues and those soon to be belea-
guered USDA employees, my assistance 
to work through these difficult issues 
on a bipartisan basis. When this farm 
bill needs fixing—and it will—I will 
want to be part of the answer as op-
posed to sitting on the sidelines as a 
critic. 

I ask unanimous consent a summary 
of questions I have received from Kan-
sas farmers, and answers my staff and 
I have prepared, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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FARM BILL COMMODITY TITLE QUESTIONS AND 

ANSWERS 
1. Why did you vote against the Farm Bill? 
Answer. I opposed the bill due to many 

concerns associated with the commodity 
title. Specifically: 

We are very dry in many parts of Kansas 
this year, and producers may have little if 
any crop to harvest. Producers need assist-
ance now to meet their cash flow and pay 
their bills; 

I wanted to attach a supplemental package 
for the 2002 crop to the Farm Bill that would 
have provided assistance quickly while al-
lowing USDA and producers time to imple-
ment and understand the bill; 

Instead of receiving the full level of assist-
ance for the 2002 crop, producers will now 
have to wait 13 to 16 months, and receive 
four different checks, to receive the same 
amount of assistance; 

A final counter-cyclical payment in June 
2003 or even September 2003 does not help 
you pay your bills in 2002; 

A counter-cyclical program should provide 
assistance to producers when they need it 
most. However, an analysis of average mar-
keting year prices for wheat in the 1982 to 
1999 crop years shows there would have been 
no counter-cyclical payment for wheat had 
this bill been in effect. This situation would 
have occurred for the crops in 1982, 1983, 1984, 
1988, 1989, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. This 
means Kansas wheat producers would have 
received no counter-cyclical payment in 9 of 
the last 18 years; 

Higher loan rates do not provide assistance 
to producers with no crop to harvest. Fur-
thermore, they are market distorting and 
impact planting decisions. We should provide 
the money in guaranteed, direct payments; 

The bill does not provide 70 percent more 
money for payments to producers. First, the 
advertised increase in funding represents the 
total increase above budgeted funding for all 
USDA programs. Second, this figure does not 
include a comparison to the supplemental 
assistance packages of the last four years; 

The average level of supplemental assist-
ance in recent years was $7 billion. This bill 
provides less than $5 billion a year in addi-
tional assistance. Or, about $2 billion less 
than we’ve been providing; 

The bill cuts $2 billion from the bipartisan 
crop insurance reforms we passed in 2000; 

The bill significantly increases the odds 
the U.S. will be found in violation of its WTO 
agreements; and 

The bill provides direct payments for ap-
ples and onions but eliminated a pilot 
project for the creation of Farm Savings Ac-
counts. 

2. Will there be a supplemental AMTA pay-
ment this year? 

Answer. No. There will be a very small ad-
ditional direct payment and new counter-cy-
clical program in its place. Both are de-
scribed below. 

3. How much would I have received under 
Senator Robert’s supplemental proposal, and 
when would the payments have been made to 
producers? What will the actual, additional, 
direct payment for 2002 be under the new 
Farm Bill since there will be no supple-
mental? 

Answer. Under my supplemental proposal 
you would have received a payment equal to 
the 2000 AMTA payment, and it would have 
been made prior to September 30, 2002. 

The payments for the 2002 crop under the 
supplemental proposal would have been: 
Wheat—58.9 cents; Corn—33.4 cents; Sor-
ghum—40 cents; and Cotton 7.33 cent/lb. 

Actual additional payment producers will 
receive in 2000 under the new Farm Bill: 
Wheat—6 cents; Corn—1.9 cents; Sorghum— 
3.6 cents; Cotton—95 cents; and Soybeans—44 
cents. 

4. When does this bill go into effect and 
how long does it last? 

Answer. The bill replaces the 1996 Act and 
applies to the 2002 through 2007 crops. 

5. I see that loan rates have been increased. 
Does this mean my loan rate on wheat will 
now be $2.80/bu, $1.98 for corn, etc.? 

Answer. Not necessarily. Under the pre-
vious bill, the national average loan rate for 
wheat was $2.58. However, the key words 
were national average. Some Kansas coun-
ties were below the average while some were 
above. Loan rates will still be calculated on 
a national average. Thus, we could still have 
loan rates that are both above and below the 
$2.80 national average in Kansas. 

6. What will the loan rate be in my county 
this year? 

Answer. USDA will have to recalculate the 
loan rate for every commodity, in every 
county, prior to this year’s harvest. That 
means they have around 6 to 7 weeks to get 
the job done for Kansas wheat producers. It 
also means this is an opportunity for USDA 
to address discrepancies in rates across state 
and county lines. 

7. Are there any changes in the operation 
of the LDP and marketing loan programs 
under this bill? 

Answer. This program will still work as it 
has in the past. 

The bill also includes a Roberts’ provision 
that addresses the best beneficial interest 
problem for producers of the 2001 crop. This 
will benefit approximately 350 Kansas pro-
ducers. 

8. Does the bill include LDPs for 2001 crops 
harvested on non-AMTA acres? 

Answer. Yes. 
9. Does the bill include eligibility for LDPs 

on grazed out wheat? 
Answer. Yes, this provision has been made 

permanent for the life of the bill. Eligibility 
also continues for barley and oats. One im-
portant addition for Kansas producers is eli-
gibility for grazed out triticale. 

10. What are the national average loan 
rates for the individual commodities we 
raise in Kansas? 

Answer. Wheat is $2.80 in 2002 and 2003, fall-
ing to $2.75 in 2004; Corn and Sorghum are 
$1.98 in 2002 and 2003, falling to $1.95 in 2004; 
Soybeans are $5.00 for the duration of the 
bill; Cotton is 53 cents/lb for the duration of 
the bill; and Oats $1.35 in 2002 and 2003, fall-
ing to $1.33. 

11. How does the counter-cyclical program 
work, and is it coupled to production? 

Answer. The counter-cyclical program is 
calculated on a target price system and on 
base acreage, just like direct payments, in-
stead of production. 

A producer may be able to get a counter- 
cyclical payment on his base acres for a crop 
he did not grow in a particular year, while he 
may not get a payment on a crop he actually 
grew. 

For Example: Assume a producer has a 
corn and wheat base but grows cotton on 200 
acres this year. If a payment is triggered, 
the producer could collect a counter-cyclical 
payment on wheat and corn, but not cotton. 

12. What are the target prices for each crop 
and how is the counter-cyclical program cal-
culated? 

Answer. Target Prices for Kansas commod-
ities are as follows: Wheat—$3.86/bu in 2002 
and 03, rising to $3.92/bu in 2004; Corn—$2.60/ 
bu in 2002 and 03, rising to $2.63 in 2004; Sor-
ghum—$2.54/bu in 2002 and 03, rising to $2.57/ 
bu in 2004; Soybeans—$5.80/bushel for the life 
of the bill; and Cotton—72.4 cents/lb for the 
duration of the bill. 

The payments are calculated as follows: 
The higher of the national avg. loan rate or 
the 12 month avg marketing price, plus the 
direct payment level, subtracted from the 
target price. The difference is the amount of 

the counter-cyclical payment rate that will 
be received. 

Example for wheat: Assume loan of $2.80, 
avg. market price of $2.75, direct payment of 
52 cents, and target of $3.86. Since price is 
below $2.80, we use the loan rate in the cal-
culation. 

The calculation is as follows: 
(2.80) + (.52) = $3.32 
(3.86) ¥ (3.32) = 54 cents 

Thus, the maximum counter-cyclical pay-
ment rate on wheat is 54 cents. If price goes 
above $2.80, the total amount of this pay-
ment will fall. 

13. What is the maximum counter-cyclical 
payment available on each crop? 

Wheat = 54 cents, Corn = 34 cents, Sorghum 
= 21 cents; Soybeans = 36 cents; and Cotton 
= 13.73 cents. 

14. What is the direct payment rate for 
each crop? 

Payment rates for 2003 to 2007: Wheat = 52 
cents; Corn = 28 cents; Grain Sorghum = 35 
cents; Soybeans = 44 cents; Cotton = 6.67 
cents; and Minor Oilseeds = .8 cents/lb. 

15. Since the direct payment on wheat is 52 
cents for 2002, does this mean I get that pay-
ment on top of the 36 cents I already re-
ceived this year under the 1996 Act? 

Answer. No, You will receive the difference 
between the two, i.e., 6 cents. It will work 
the same for other commodities. A producer 
that adds soybean or oilseed base will receive 
the full payment because these crops have 
not received payments in the past. 

16. How much will I receive, and when will 
the payments be made 

Answer. You should receive your addi-
tional direct payment as soon as possible. 
You will receive your counter-cyclical pay-
ment as follows: Elect to receive up to 35 
percent by October 31. Receive the difference 
between 70 percent and the October payment 
by February 1, 2003, The final portion of any 
assistance will come at the end of the 12 
month marketing year for the crop. Wheat is 
June 1, 2003, Cotton is August 1, 2003, and 
corn, sorghum, and soybeans are September 
1, 2003. 

If USDA over estimates the early counter- 
cyclical payments and the actual marketing 
year price is higher than they projected you 
will have to repay the overpaid amount. 

17. Will direct and counter-cyclical pay-
ments be made on 100 percent of my base 
acres? 

Answer. No. Payments will be made on 85 
percent of your base acreage. 

18. Will I have the option to update my 
base acres? 

Answer. Yes. A producer will have three 
options for base acres. 

1. Maintain existing base acres. 
2. Maintain current acres, but add your av-

erage oilseed acres for 1998 to 2001 and reduce 
existing acres by a like amount. 

3. Do a complete update for all crops that 
will be the average of your 1998 to 2001 plant-
ed or prevented from planting acres. Key 
point here is that base update is based on 
planted and/or prevented from planting 
acres, not harvested. 

Example of how this works: 
Assume Kansas producer currently has 1000 

acres of base divided as follows: 600 acres 
wheat, 300 acres corn, 100 acres grain sor-
ghum. However, his 1998 to 2001 average 
planted acres were: 400 wheat, 200 corn, 100 
sorghum, and 300 soybeans. 

This producer can: 
1. Keep the existing 1000 acre split. 
2. Keep the existing 1000 acre split, but add 

soybeans. Could be done as follows: Reduce 
the wheat acres by 150, corn by 100 and sor-
ghum by 50. Then add in 300 acres of soy-
beans. He still has 1000 acres of base. 

3. Update the entire farm to the 1998 to 2001 
average for the four crops. 
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19. Will I have the opportunity to update 

my base yields? 
Answer. Yes. But only if you choose option 

3 above, option 2 is not considered a base up-
date, and the yield will only apply for pur-
poses of the counter-cyclical program. You 
must keep AMTA yields for the purposes of 
calculating the base. 

For the purposes of yield calculations a 
producer can: 

1. Keep AMTA yields. 
2. Take AMTA yields and add 70 percent of 

the difference between existing yields and 
the average yield for 1998 to 2001. 

3. Take 93.5 percent of the average yield for 
1998 to 2001. 

Example under option number 2: Assume 
producer has an existing average yield of 25 
bushel/acre for wheat and 100 bu. for corn. 
Then assume that his 1998 to 2001 average 
yields were 50 bushels for wheat and 200 
bushels for corn. 

Thus, the 1998 to 2001 average is 25 bushels 
higher for wheat and 100 bushels higher for 
corn. 

70 percent of each of these numbers is: (25 
bu) (70 percent) = 17.5 bushels; (100 bu) (70 
percent) = 70 bushels. 

Thus, by applying 70 percent of the dif-
ference, the new yields for the producer 
under this option would be 42.5 bushels for 
wheat and 170 bushels for corn. 

Example for Option 3. Use the same as-
sumptions for yields in the example above. 

Take average yields for 98 to 01 times 93.5 
percent; (50 bu)(93.5 percent) = 46.75 bu, 
wheat; (200 bu)(93.5 percent) = 187 bu, corn. 

These would be the new yields for that pro-
ducer if he chooses this option. 

20. Can I update my base or yield for one 
crop, or do I have to do it for all crops? 

Answer. If you choose to update base and/ 
or yield, it must be done for all crops on the 
farm. You can not cherry pick. 

However, you do not have to do it for all 
your farms if you do it for one. Each indi-
vidual farm will be treated separately. If you 
have 5 farms you could do the following: 
Farm 1—Keep current base and yield with no 
update; Farm 2—Keep current base but add 
oilseed acreage; Farm 3—Update Base, but 
keep current yields; Farm 4—Update Base, 
update yields using 70 percent option; and 
Farm 5—Update Base, update yields using 
93.5 percent option. 

If a producer has 30 farms, he will have to 
pencil it out for each of the 30 farms and fig-
ure out what the best option is for each 
farm. 

Yes, producers and FSA are going to love 
this. 

21. What happens if I want to update yields 
but I suffered a crop loss in one of the years 
from 1998 to 2001? 

Answer. In any year that your production 
fell below 75 percent of the average county 
yield, you can insert this plug into the equa-
tion for the purposes of your yield update 
calculation. 

22. What happens if I update my base using 
the 1998 to 2001 average plantings of a crop(s) 
that I did not grow in 1981 to 85 when current 
direct payment yields were figured? 

Answer. For all crops other than oilseeds, 
you would take the yield of a similar farm in 
your area. In other words, if your neighbor 
has an existing corn yield, you may be as-
signed his yield, or something very similar. 

Oilseed yields for direct payment purposes 
only are figured by: Taking the 1981 to 1985 
avg national yield of 30 bu/acre for soybeans, 
divided by the 1998 to 2001 national average 
yield of 38.2 bushels an acre. This basically 
equals 78.5 percent. Multiply this number by 
your actual 1998 to 2001 to get your yield for 
direct payment purposes. 

Example: Assume producer has 1998 to 2001 
average of 40 bu/acre. Thus, using the cal-

culation above his yield is: (40bu)(78.5 per-
cent)=31.4 bushels an acre. 

23. Can you explain the actual timing of 
payments for the next year or so? 

Answer: 
1. Additional direct payment on the 2002 

crop as soon as possible. 
2. Up to 35 percent of counter-cyclical pay-

ment by October 31. 
3. Producer option to take up to 50 percent 

advance of the 2003 direct payment on or 
after December first. 

4. Difference between October payment and 
70 percent of counter-cyclical payment after 
February 1, 2003. 

5. Remainder of counter-cyclical after end 
of 12 month marketing year for each crop. 

6. Remaining 50 percent, or full direct pay-
ment, for 2003 crop after October 1, 2003. 

24. When do I have to make a final decision 
on updating base and/or yield? 

Answer: The bill gives the Secretary flexi-
bility in this regard but indicates it should 
be done as quickly as possible. 

24. If I make one decision regarding updat-
ing, can I make a change next year? 

Answer: No. The decision made this year 
will stand for the remainder of the life of the 
bill. 

26. I want to try planting peanuts in west-
ern Kansas. How will the new bill affect this 
decision? 

Answer: The old peanut quota system is 
eliminated by this bill. It is replaced by a 
marketing loan program that is very similar 
to that in place for other program crops. All 
producers will be eligible to participate in 
this program regardless of where they are 
growing their peanuts. 

27. Are there any payment limit changes in 
this bill? 

Answer: Yes. A $2.5 million gross income 
limit will apply to eligibility for the 2003 
crop. A producer or entity is only ineligible 
for assistance under this limit if less than 75 
percent of their gross income comes from 
farming. 

Beginning in 2002, the payment limits will 
be $40,000 for direct payments, $65,000 for 
counter-cyclical payments, and $75,000 for 
LDPs. The combined limits for a husband 
and wife will be $360,000. Generic certificates 
remain in place for the marketing loan pro-
gram and the 3-entity rule remains in place. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are 
endeavoring to get a list together in 
order of prospective speakers on the 
farm bill, to go back and forth. It is my 
intention, after I make a few com-
ments, to recognize the Senator from 
North Dakota. I assume then we will 
go over to the Senator from Arkansas. 
Then we will go back and forth as the 
day progresses. 

I feel constrained to respond, at least 
somewhat, to the comments just made 
by my friend from Kansas. I listened to 
his well-written speech, and well-deliv-
ered speech. Frankly, I wonder if the 
person who maybe had some input in 
writing that had been around over the 
last few years. 

I want to point out some of the errors 
that I believe were just mentioned. 
First of all, in the commodity section 
of the bill that we have under the Free-
dom to Farm bill that was passed in 
1996 there was no countercyclical pay-
ment, every year we had to rush in 
with emergency supplemental pay-
ments, and it also capped loan rates. 
The only things it had basically were a 

capped loan rate and these AMTA pay-
ments. 

The AMTA payments were based on 
unreal, optimistic assumptions that 
prices were going to be high forever 
and ever. Thus, every year we had to 
come in, rush in here, with emergency 
supplemental payments—every single 
year—because we had no counter-
cyclical payments under that bill. 

I just heard the Senator from Kansas 
say that in 9 of the last 17 years some-
how his Kansas farmers would not have 
gotten a payment under the conference 
report we are debating. I do not know 
how that happens because the target 
price under this bill for wheat is $3.86. 
The only way that would happen in 9 of 
the 17 years would be if prices were 
very strong. So in 9 of the last 17 years, 
if prices were high—the Senator is 
right, we do not give Government 
money if the prices are high. That was 
the failure of the ‘‘freedom to fail’’— 
the Freedom to Farm bill, because 
what it said was: If prices are high, we 
are going to pay farmers money, and if 
they are low, we are going to pay them 
the same amount of money. That was 
the fallacy of Freedom to Farm. 

What we are saying is, if prices are 
high, God bless you, that is what we 
want, the market is where the farmer 
should get his money. 

I do not know the data of the last 9 
of 17 years. But if his argument against 
this bill is that because of the com-
modity section, his farmers, in 9 of the 
last 17 years, would not have gotten a 
countercyclical payment, that can only 
mean then that in 9 of the last 17 years 
prices were high, or at least higher 
than $3.86 a bushel minus the fixed pay-
ment. I have my staff checking that 
right now because I don’t think that is 
the case. 

I just looked here at the income pro-
tections. In the last farm bill, for 
wheat, the income protection was $3.24 
per bushel, including emergency sup-
plemental payments. Under this con-
ference report, it is $3.86 per bushel. 

Let us take a look at the bill we are 
trying to replace, the 1996 farm bill. 

The prices paid by farmers for their 
inputs is this green line. The prices 
farmers have received for their crops is 
this red line. 

When the 1996 farm bill was passed, 
the price farmers received was going 
up. Evidently, those in charge of pass-
ing that bill assumed the prices farm-
ers received would continue to sky-
rocket. 

After enactment of the 1996 farm bill, 
look what happened. Down it came, 
and it is continuing to go down. That is 
the price farmers have received. The 
gap has widened between what they 
have to pay for inputs and what they 
get for their crops. 

That is why this conference report is 
so necessary. I can only assume that in 
urging the defeat of this conference re-
port, the previous speaker wants to 
keep on with the 1996 farm bill, fails to 
address the gap between cost of pro-
ducing a crop and the price for that 
crop. 
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That is the choice we have today. Ei-

ther adopt this conference report or 
stick with Freedom to Farm. That is 
the choice we have. 

I think this graph illustrates why we 
have to turn the corner. Our farmers 
can’t continue to exist with the 
present Freedom to Farm bill any 
longer. 

I wish to point out wheat growers, 
who are so prominent in the Plains 
States. 

Last year the loan rate was $2.58. The 
Secretary of Agriculture has the au-
thority to lower that level. Under this 
bill, the loan rate will be $2.80 for 
wheat for 2002 and 2003. And the Sec-
retary has no authority to lower that. 

I can’t see how a wheat farmer will 
be better off with a lower loan rate 
compared with the $2.80 loan rate. It 
doesn’t seem to make sense to me. 

The other failing of the 1996 farm bill 
is that it really didn’t do anything for 
conservation. This bill does a lot for 
conservation. 

Look at the Conservation Reserve 
Program in the 1996 farm bill. It is 
capped at 36.4 million acres; we go up 
to 39.2 million acres. 

The Wetlands Reserve Program: 
975,000 acre cap; we go up to 2.275 mil-
lion acres. 

Farmland Protection: $35 million for 
the life of that bill; we go up to $985 
million. 

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Pro-
gram, which is so necessary and want-
ed by our sportsmen—our hunters and 
fishermen: We preserve our Nation’s 
wildlife habitat. The 1996 farm bill had 
a measly $50 million for the entire 
United States. We go up to $700 million 
over 6 years in this bill. 

For the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, the 1996 farm bill 
had a total of $1.93 million for 7 years. 
We go up to $11 billion over 6 years to 
help our livestock producers and crop 
producers meet environmental stand-
ards. 

Again, those who would vote against 
this conference report would say let us 
go back to the 1996 farm bill. 

We have done so much more for these 
existing conservation programs in this 
bill than was done in the 1996 farm bill. 

Lastly, I point out that we have a 
new conservation program that wasn’t 
in the 1996 bill: the Conservation Secu-
rity Program, funded at $2 billion. 

We also provide $600 million for 
Ground and Surface Water Conserva-
tion. And the Small Watershed Reha-
bilitation Program is so important in 
Plains States. It wasn’t in the 1996 
farm bill. 

Agricultural Management Assistance 
wasn’t in the last farm bill. 

Desert Terminal Lakes was not in 
the last farm bill. 

In terms of conservation, this bill 
takes a giant step forward in conserva-
tion, which is another reason why it 
should be supported. 

The last farm bill that we are trying 
to replace basically had one leg. That 
leg was AMTA payments. No matter 

whether we have good prices, there 
were AMTA payments. 

This bill, in terms of commodity for 
farmers, has four legs: a target price 
program; we have a loan rate which the 
Secretary cannot lower; we have the 
direct payments; and we have con-
servation payments. So we have four 
legs to the stool for our farmers, pro-
ducers, and ranchers. 

Lastly, I am amazed at how many 
people who supported the Freedom to 
Farm bill said it was the best thing 
ever and are now telling us they can’t 
wait to get rid of it. They can’t wait to 
get a new farm bill. How many times 
have I heard from those who supported 
the Freedom to Farm bill that we need 
this new farm bill, we need it now, we 
are waiting too long, and we have to 
have it now? 

This bill was before us 5 months be-
fore the Freedom to Farm bill expired. 
I point out that the Freedom to Farm 
bill didn’t pass until 6 months after the 
previous Freedom to Farm bill expired. 

We have done our work in a manner 
that I think benefits this whole coun-
try. As I have said many times, can I 
defend everything in this bill and say it 
is perfect? No. But when you look at 
this country, at the South, the North-
east, the West, the Midwest, and when 
you look at nutrition programs, the 
last farm bill didn’t even have a nutri-
tion program. Yet we have put in $6.4 
billion in new spending for nutrition 
programs in this bill. The last farm bill 
didn’t even have one. 

We have covered those who need help 
and who need food to make sure they 
do not go to bed hungry at night. We 
have covered that. 

We have a new energy program in 
this farm bill. 

We need this farm bill now. We need 
it now, and we can’t send this back to 
conference. If this bill fails today, 
there will be uncertainty for our farm-
ers. They need this bill, and they need 
it now. 

I yield to the Senator from North Da-
kota 20 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota 
is recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, after 
consultation with the ranking member, 
I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing Senators be recognized in this 
order and for the amount of time stipu-
lated: Senator DORGAN be recognized 
for 20 minutes; after that, Senator 
BROWNBACK for 10 minutes; after that, 
Senator HUTCHINSON for 15 minutes; 
then Senator HOLLINGS for 10 minutes; 

Senator FEINSTEIN for 10 minutes; and 
Senator THOMPSON for 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. The Senator from 
North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman and ranking member for 
the work they have done. I know there 
are differences of opinion on the floor 
of the Senate about this farm bill. 

Let me say that I intend to vote for 
this farm bill. It is not a perfect piece 
of legislation by any means. I will talk 
about some of the shortcomings. But it 
is far better than current law. 

The current Freedom to Farm law is 
a very flawed piece of legislation. It 
was always a flawed piece of legisla-
tion. It required us every year to come 
in with an emergency piece of legisla-
tion to try to deal with the problems in 
Freedom to Farm. 

Is what is brought to the floor of the 
Senate today a much better approach 
than Freedom to Farm? The answer is 
clearly yes. 

But it is always interesting to me 
that people in dark suits who shower 
before they go to work will come to the 
floor of the Congress and talk about 
the economic future of people who wear 
work clothes and who shower at the 
end of the workday. These are family 
farmers. They work hard. They live on 
hope—hope that they will be able to 
raise a crop, have some livestock, sur-
vive a season, and go to market and 
make some profit. They live on that 
hope. Most of all, they work very hard. 
And they live in a world in which more 
and more people are hungry. 

We are told half a billion people go to 
bed every night with an ache in their 
belly because it hurts to be hungry. 
Our farmers take their grain, in a 2-ton 
truck, to an elevator, grain which they 
had planted in the spring and nurtured, 
which they go to sell in the fall. 

After they planted those seeds, they 
worried that it would not rain enough, 
they worried it might rain too much, 
they worried it might hail or that dis-
ease would come or the insects would 
eat that crop up. If they are lucky 
enough to survive all of those things 
that nature puts in the way of a good 
crop from time to time, then they put 
this grain in a truck and drive it to the 
elevator. They are then told: Oh, by 
the way, this food you produced isn’t 
worth anything. And the family farmer 
scratches his or her head and says: But 
we have a hungry world. Most of the 
people in the world need food. Why is 
our grain a product without value? And 
the grain trader says: It is worth what 
the market says. 

Farmers would much sooner get their 
money from the marketplace than 
from a safety net proposed by the Fed-
eral Government. But the fact is, the 
marketplace has collapsed. Almost im-
mediately after passing the Freedom to 
Farm bill, the marketplace collapsed, 
and stayed collapsed. Family farmers 
are not able to survive with the cur-
rent price structure in the market, so 
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we are trying to build a bridge over 
those price valleys. 

That is what this is about: for family 
farmers to get from here to there. I 
mentioned, they survive on hope. All of 
us who have a lot to do with family 
farmers understand that hope. Against 
all odds, they put all they have into 
the ground in the spring, hoping they 
will be able to harvest a crop in the fall 
and get a price for it. Increasingly, in 
recent years, the answer has been, they 
have not gotten a price for it. 

They know, and we know, that we 
add one New York City in population 
to this world’s population every 30 
days. Let me say that again. Every 30 
days, we add the equivalent of the pop-
ulation of New York City to this Earth. 
Those are mouths to feed, people who 
need food. Yet our farmers are told 
that which they produce in such great 
abundance is without value. They un-
derstand, and I understand, there is 
something fundamentally wrong with 
that. 

The question for our country is not 
whether we produce the food, the ques-
tion is how we produce it. Corporations 
could produce food for our country by 
having corporate farms stretching from 
California to Maine. They could start 
with a big tractor in the morning and 
plow until the Sun goes down, and then 
plow in the other direction back the 
next day. Yes, they can do that. They 
can produce food. And what you would 
do is take all those family farms off 
the land and change the culture and 
change the economics of what we do in 
this country. 

So the question for this country is, 
Do we want family farmers in our fu-
ture? Do family farmers provide value 
to our country? Well, I think they do. 

In this age of terrorism, we worry 
about bioterrorism in our food supply. 
What better way to defend against that 
than to have a broad network of family 
producers producing America’s food? 
How easy would it be to introduce an 
agent of bioterrorism in a feedlot with 
100,000 cattle? How much more difficult 
would it be with a broad network of 
food producers, families out there liv-
ing under the yard lights who are run-
ning their operation, to provide live-
stock and grain for the marketplace? 
So, for food security, to combat bioter-
rorism—yes, this makes sense. Pre-
serving a network of family farms is an 
investment in this country’s future. 
There are also cultural and economic 
reasons for us to care about whether we 
have people in this great country of 
ours out there living under the yard 
lights and farming a family farm. 

Europe has already made that deci-
sion. People come to the political 
arena in this country disparaging Eu-
rope, saying they spend so much on 
family farming. Europe has been hun-
gry and is determined to never be hun-
gry again. As a result, they have de-
cided they want family farmers dotting 
the network of rural areas in Europe. 
The result of this decision is, family 
farms do well in Europe. Small towns 

do well in Europe. Small towns are 
alive on weekend nights in Europe. 
Why? Because Europe has already 
made the decision that we should 
make; and that is, family farmers are 
important and they matter to this 
country. They provide an economic and 
a cultural component to this country 
that we desperately need. 

There is no one in this Chamber who 
got up early and milked a cow this 
morning. I am safe in saying that be-
cause I am looking at staff and Sen-
ators. No one in this Chamber, within 
recent days, has gassed up a tractor 
and tried to plow a straight furrow or 
seeded some wheat or corn. So, we 
don’t have such a big stake in this. We 
just wear blue suits and come to work 
every day and talk about policy. But 
there are people whose very economic 
lives are at stake with respect to the 
decisions we are going to make in the 
Congress. 

I had a call from a woman from 
North Dakota who wept on the phone, 
just sobbed uncontrollably. She said 
she and her husband married just after 
high school and they wanted to farm. 
That is what they wanted to do, take 
over her husband’s dad’s farm, and they 
did. She said: We farmed for 20 years, 
and now we are being put out of busi-
ness because prices were not good 
enough for us to be able to make it. 
They were actually milking cows, 
which is one of the hardest things you 
do on the farm, day in and day out, 
seven days a week. 

She said: We didn’t go to town on 
weekend nights. We didn’t spend 
money in a foolish way. She said: I told 
my daughter in junior high school that 
I couldn’t buy that new pair of jeans 
she needed for the start of the school 
year because we didn’t have the money. 
Now the bank says we are out of busi-
ness. All we know is family farming. 
We put our lives into this. It wasn’t our 
fault that commodity prices collapsed. 
It just wasn’t our fault. She said: Mr. 
Senator, what do we do next? What can 
we do now? 

There are people like that all over 
this country, wondering why the mar-
ketplace says to them that what they 
produce, in such a prodigious quan-
tity—the best quality food in the 
world—is judged valueless by trade. 

As a result of a lot of those kinds of 
concerns, we put together a safety net. 
The safety net we had for the last 6 or 
7 years has been a disaster itself. It has 
been an awful farm bill. As the Senator 
from Iowa said, every year we have to 
come to the floor to put together some 
sort of emergency bill to deal with it. 
It is like patching a big inner tube. 
Every year we know there is a big hole 
in this tube, so we just slap a big patch 
on it called an emergency plan. And we 
have done it every single year. Why? 
Because the current farm bill has been 
worthless, just hasn’t worked. So we 
tried to make something of it by doing 
emergency legislation every single 
year. 

The legislation that is brought to the 
floor of the Senate is not legislation I 

perhaps would have written. I would 
have had a higher loan rate for wheat 
and feedgrains. We had to compromise 
with the House of Representatives. 
This loan rate is not as high as it was 
when it left the Senate. I regret that. 
But it is a darn sight higher than cur-
rent law. Above that loan is a counter-
cyclical piece, so the safety net is bet-
ter, far better, than current law for our 
family farmers. 

In North Dakota, it is estimated that 
in this year—2002—this bill will mean 
about $273 million in additional farm 
income above the current Freedom to 
Farm law. So in my State alone, this 
year, $273 million goes to family farm-
ers. But, it also shows up on every 
main street in North Dakota to support 
jobs, because almost 40 percent of my 
State’s economy is dependent upon ag-
ricultural. 

So this bill has a safety net. While 
not perfect and not one I would have 
perhaps written myself—I would have 
been more generous and provided a 
stronger safety net—it does have a 
safety net that is much better than 
current law. 

This bill has other things that I 
think are important. We include pulse 
crops for the first time: chickpeas, 
dried beans, lentils. These crops will 
have a loan rate under this bill. That is 
very important in terms of crop rota-
tion and the opportunity for farmers to 
deal with crop disease problems. 

So this bill adds something we have 
not had before, which I think is very 
important to family farmers. 

It also has country-of-origin meat la-
beling, which we have been fighting to 
get for a long while. I believe that is an 
important step forward so that con-
sumers understand what they are eat-
ing and where it is from. I think the 
country-of-origin meat labeling is an 
important piece, especially for live-
stock producers. 

There are some disappointments to 
this bill. When we passed this bill in 
the Senate, we included a payment 
limitations amendment by a 2-to-1 
margin. That was my amendment with 
one of my colleagues. We included pay-
ment limitations, but it was knocked 
out because the House of Representa-
tives would not accept it. I regret that. 
I say this: This issue isn’t over. I know 
this is the farm bill, and this is where 
we should put payment limitations, 
but we will come back and try to put 
that amendment somewhere else. 

I did not come here to talk about the 
value of family farming to this coun-
try’s future to then see somebody who 
has 60,000 or 70,000 acres get $20 million 
over 5 years. That is not what I am 
fighting for. This isn’t about corporate 
welfare. This is about helping family 
farmers with a safety net during tough 
times. That is what a farm bill is for. 

This issue isn’t over. Payment limi-
tations didn’t get done in this bill be-
cause the House of Representatives 
wouldn’t accept it. The administration 
wouldn’t support it either. But we will 
come back with payment limitations 
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in some other form. Ultimately that 
will get done. 

On balance, this is a farm bill that is 
worth voting for. I intend to vote for 
it. Some will say: Why do we need to do 
a farm bill at all? I have heard many 
colleagues in the last couple days talk 
about their concerns about this bill. If 
you care about entrepreneurship, if you 
care about small business, if you care 
about independent-minded people try-
ing to make a living, you have to care 
about family farmers. They are the ec-
onomical all-stars in this system of 
capitalism. It is just that the market-
place has conspired to find a way to 
ruin their economic hope and oppor-
tunity. 

Let me describe that. For every sin-
gle thing a family farmer does, they 
find that someone else makes the 
money and they get the burden. Farm-
ers raise a crop. They want to put it on 
a railroad track someplace. They are 
going to get charged through the nose 
by the railroad company for hauling 
that grain. In my State, they are going 
to overcharge shippers by $100 million, 
according to our public service com-
mission. Why? Because you don’t have 
rail competition. In my State, in most 
cases you have a choice of one railroad. 
The railroad says: By the way, Mr. and 
Mrs. Farmer, here is what you will 
have to pay for transporting that 
grain. If you don’t like it, tough luck; 
there isn’t a thing you can do about it. 
So it is an issue of who has the muscle. 
Is it family farmers or railroads? The 
answer is railroads. 

How about the chemical companies? 
The chemical companies say: Here is 
what you have to pay for chemicals. 
Who has the muscle? The chemical 
companies. How about the packers? 
Over 80 percent of all the packing is 
done by three or four companies. They 
say to the ranchers and farmers: Here 
is the price; if you don’t like it, tough 
luck. Who has the muscle there? The 
packing companies. 

How about the cereal companies? It 
is interesting that our farmers produce 
rice and wheat and corn and all these 
products. You go to a grocery store 
someplace and buy that product. You 
discover that someone else took that 
wheat and rice and corn, and they 
popped it, and they shredded it, and 
they crisped it, and they puffed it. And 
guess what. As soon as it shows up 
puffed or crisped or shredded, you pay 
a fortune for it. The fortune has noth-
ing to do with the rice or the wheat or 
the corn. It has to do with the fact that 
somebody made a fortune popping it or 
crisping it. The farmer who produced 
it, the person who drove the tractor, 
the person who plowed the furrow and 
seeded the land gets virtually nothing 
for it. 

That is wrong. That is a system that 
is wrong. Why does it happen that way? 
Because of economic muscle. We have 
had the growth and concentration of 
virtually every area of enterprise in 
this country that squeezes family 
farmers, squeezes them in a way that 

says: You can’t make it, but we will. 
Everyone makes a profit off that which 
farmers produce. 

In the area of international trade, 
our farmers have gotten taken to the 
cleaners. It doesn’t matter in which di-
rection you look. Look to Canada, 
Mexico, China, Japan. They have got-
ten taken to the cleaners. Unfairly sub-
sidized grain from Canada; stuffed mo-
lasses with Brazilian sugar coming 
down; high-fructose corn syrup being 
impeded going into Mexico; a 70-per-
cent tariff on wheat flour going to Eu-
rope; a 38.5-percent tariff on every 
pound of American beef going to Japan. 
In every single direction, our farmers 
have been taken advantage of in inter-
national trade. And the farm organiza-
tions and commodity groups out here— 
most of them, not all—are saying to 
the farmers that all this trade is a good 
thing for them. No, it is not a good 
thing: They don’t understand, those 
groups doing that, the interests of fam-
ily farmers. They understand the inter-
ests of agrifactories. But that is dif-
ferent from family farmers. 

Our farmers produce more than food. 
They produce community. They 
produce something very important to 
the economy and culture of this coun-
try. 

I have spoken at length about family 
farmers. I come from a town of 300 peo-
ple. We raised horses and cattle, my fa-
ther and I. The fact is, my home coun-
ty is bigger than the State of Rhode Is-
land. When I left, it had 5,000 people; 
now it has 3,000 people. In that county 
there is a Lutheran minister, a friend 
of mine, who said at her church she of-
ficiates over four funerals for every 
wedding. That is the opposite of the 
movie, you know, ‘‘Four Weddings And 
A Funeral.’’ Here it is four funerals for 
every wedding. 

That says those rural areas are los-
ing population. People are growing 
older. Young people can’t stay. That is 
the case because family farming 
doesn’t work under the current system. 
That is why you need a farm bill that 
works, that says to family farmers: If 
you are going to be out there on the 
family farm and risk everything you 
have to plant a seed and hope it grows 
and then try to market it to a hungry 
world, we want to help you. 

That is what this bill is about. It is 
trying to help families over tough 
times. These tough times have lasted 6 
or 7 years. There is no end in sight. The 
question for this country is, Do you 
want family farmers producing Amer-
ica’s food? The answer ought to be a re-
sounding yes. Why? Because it is im-
portant to have a network of family 
producers producing America’s food. 

There will be, and there was yester-
day, substantial criticism of this bill. I 
could join in that criticism because I 
find several parts of this bill wanting. 
It is strange for me to see those who 
authored what I think was the worst 
farm bill I have seen in decades, the 
Freedom to Farm bill, come out and 
criticize this bill. It was only 6 short 

years ago when they stood on the floor 
of the Senate and said: We want to 
transition farmers out of the farm pro-
gram and into the marketplace. What-
ever the marketplace says, God bless 
you, that is your future. 

We knew better than that. The mar-
ketplace was going to squeeze farmers 
until there were no family farmers left. 
That is exactly what happened almost 
immediately after we passed the Free-
dom to Farm bill. The Freedom to 
Farm bill, we are told, produced cele-
brations around Washington, DC, and 
the country by the largest agrifactory 
organizations and the big commodity 
organizations and others who make 
money off family farmers. 

The chemical folks, the grain trade, 
they all had a great celebration be-
cause that was a great bill for them. 
But, it was a bill that devastated fam-
ily farmers. That is why year after 
year after year we had to come back 
and pass emergency legislation to cor-
rect it. 

This bill provides certainty, perhaps 
at a lower rate with respect to the safe-
ty net than I would have liked, but a 
substantially higher rate than the 
Freedom to Farm would offer family 
farmers. Freedom to Farm was sched-
uled to evaporate after 7 years. It was 
called transitioning. I have been 
transitioned a few times. Family farm-
ers know what being transitioned 
means. They are flat sick and tired of 
this notion of being transitioned. What 
they want is the ability to make a liv-
ing by producing the best quality food 
in the world, doing it for a hungry 
world, and getting a fair return on that 
which they produce. 

Virtually every part of our economic 
enterprise in this country is con-
centrated now with giant economic 
muscle so that it squeezes family farm-
ers out of our future. This bill provides 
some hope and some certainty. This 
bill, and this bill alone at this point, 
will tell family farmers: We are on 
your side; this Congress wants you to 
succeed; a safety net is worth doing; we 
believe in your future. 

I intend to support this bill. While 
not perfect, it is dramatically better 
than Freedom to Farm. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
am from Parker, KS, a town of 250 peo-
ple. I grew up in the suburbs, a mile 
and a half out of town, on a family 
farm. My parents still farm on it. Mom 
and dad are full-time farmers. My 
brother is a full-time farmer with my 
dad. My other brother is a veteri-
narian—large and small animals—near 
Lyndon, KS. 

Farm bills are important to Kansas. 
They are important to my family. 

I have been secretary of agriculture 
in the State of Kansas for 6 years. My 
degree is in agriculture economics. I 
have been a farm broadcaster; State 
president of the Future Farmers of 
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America in Kansas; national vice presi-
dent of the Future Farmers of Amer-
ica, Central Region; traveled the coun-
try for the FFA. I have been in 4–H. I 
have farmed. I love it. It is a great 
place to have been raised, a great place 
for the family. 

It is a tough place to make a living. 
It is difficult and has been for the gen-
erations in my family who have been 
on the farm and struggled. My grand-
father is a farmer who started my dad 
in farming. My dad started my brother. 
That is pretty typical. Farm bills are 
important for my State. They are im-
portant to my family. They are impor-
tant to this country. That is why I rise 
today with a great deal of disappoint-
ment about this farm bill, and I am not 
going to be able to support the con-
ference committee’s farm bill. 

While I am deeply grateful to the 
conference committee and their ef-
forts, their work, the hours they 
worked, their earnest desire to find a 
workable compromise—I truly believe 
they had a deep desire to find what is 
right and what is best for agriculture 
in this country and for the family 
farmer—it is now clear to me that the 
conference committee did not learn 
some of the lessons from past farm 
bills, ones I have worked on, working 
closely with agriculture. It seems to 
me we are repeating some of the worst 
mistakes of past farm bills. 

While opposing a farm bill for some 
may be an easy issue based upon cost 
or complexities of the issue, it cer-
tainly is a different case for me and a 
different case for somebody rep-
resenting a great State such as mine, 
Kansas. Many hundreds of Federal pro-
grams affect American agriculture 
more than any arcane debate between 
beltway policy types. 

This farm bill is important to Kan-
sas. It is important to our State. Our 
State is heavily involved in agri-
culture. My vote against the con-
ference report is a result of a careful 
and thoughtful analysis of what it will 
do. 

As Senator ROBERTS, my colleague 
from Kansas, has already laid out, this 
farm bill just is not good for Kansas’s 
family farmers. 

While I think these deficiencies have 
been outlined ably in nearly every edi-
torial page in the country, I want to 
highlight a few of the problems that 
are of most concern to Kansas. 

First, the farm bill program raises 
loan rates. First and foremost, I want-
ed to cite that. This has historically 
and consistently led to overproduction 
and lower prices. It is a fundamental 
issue of economics. When you raise the 
price, where supply and demand cross 
is where the price is set; you raise your 
price or you raise your guarantee 
under that, you stimulate production, 
your production goes up, your demand 
does not go up in an equal amount, and 
your price falls on the world market. 
We should not be content to relearn 
this lesson. We have done this in past 
farm bills where we have artificially 

raised the loan rate, increased produc-
tion, and when we increased production 
and demand did not equal it, the price 
on the world market fell. We lower the 
overall price. 

Let me give one example: the current 
soybean loan rate. Since the enactment 
of the 1996 farm bill, soybean acreage 
has risen steadily. In 1996, we were at 
64.2 million acres; in 2001, 76.7 million 
acres. 

These increases are hardly because of 
increased demand for soybeans. More 
likely they are attributable to an un-
usually high soybean loan rate of $5.26 
relative to corn at $1.89, which is a 
price ratio of 2.78 to 1. 

Do we want these Government sig-
nals not market signals to determine 
acreage? As we increase these loan 
rates significantly in many of the crops 
across the board, we are going to raise 
the production, and we raise produc-
tion, we lower the overall price, unless 
there is an equivalent demand increase. 

This perverse incentive laid down by 
the Federal Government seems at 
cross-purposes with many other Fed-
eral programs intended to bring prices 
up, not down. How is it we can be si-
multaneously providing what amounts 
to a subsidy to increase production 
while at the same time subsidizing the 
market price? This is working at cross- 
purposes. 

Not only are we tinkering with these 
price controls and hoping the Govern-
ment gets it right this time, but we are 
taking a huge step backwards in com-
plexity and ease of use. I do not need to 
remind my colleagues of the horror 
stories from farmers using farm serv-
ices in the years before Freedom to 
Farm. 

Government bureaucrats with con-
fusing and conflicting rules were the 
bane of a farmer’s existence. Many of 
us heard of waiting in lines at the 
Farm Service Agency or its precursor 
agency as well. This bill will put more 
bureaucratic elements into the farm 
operations again, something we tried 
to get away from. To the farmers’ 
pleasure, we were getting away from 
these lines at the Farm Service Agen-
cy. This cannot be a good development. 
We have tried this route before, only to 
abandon it for something better. My 
dad and brothers do not like waiting in 
line at the Farm Service Agency, and 
they are not going to like it under this 
proposal. 

As we debate this measure in the 
Senate, an apparent fait accompli, our 
most important trading partners are 
preparing to challenge this initiative 
before the World Trade Organization. 
Just as our Nation’s commitment to 
the free trade agenda has been brought 
into question, we have renewed con-
cerns that we are unwilling or unable 
to compete on the world stage, and we 
can compete on the world stage. 

Our U.S. trade agreements limit do-
mestic farm supports most likely to 
distort production and trade to no 
more than $19.1 billion per year. There 
is little doubt under this bill we will 
exceed these limits. 

In my past, I worked in the Trade 
Representative’s office. These are con-
tentious issues and will be challenged 
by our trading partners. Mr. President, 
96 percent of the world’s consumers 
live outside the United States. Kansas 
farmers and my family are dependent 
on these world markets for their liveli-
hood. This bill will surely spur our 
partners to retaliate. If you want evi-
dence of how this compromise will be 
greeted by our friends around the 
world, just look at how our trading 
partners are reacting to the proposal. 
Canada, Mexico, Great Britain, and the 
European Union have all expressed se-
rious concerns about these new ‘‘amber 
box’’ programs. It is perhaps most tell-
ing that our friend, Australia, a coun-
try committed to free trade as is the 
United States, has pledged to lead the 
challenge to this initiative before 
WTO. This is a troubling development 
for Kansas farmers much of whose 
acreage is dedicated to international 
trade. 

There is the matter of the supple-
mental AMTA payments on which 
many farmers in my State are count-
ing. As my colleague from Kansas, Sen-
ator ROBERTS, has pointed out, earlier 
this year we supported a supplemental 
assistance package for the 2002 crop 
and told our constituents any new farm 
bill would apply to the 2003 crop. For 
2002 crops, the compromise I supported 
would have provided an additional pay-
ment of 59 cents for wheat, 33.4 cents 
for corn, and 40 cents for sorghum. 

Instead, producers will now receive 
an additional fixed payment of 5.9 
cents for wheat, 1.9 cents for corn, and 
3.6 cents for sorghum. Producers will 
then be eligible for maximum—it could 
be less—countercyclical payments on 
the 2002 crop of 54 cents for wheat, 34 
cents for corn, and 21 cents for sor-
ghum. But the producers will get a 
check for 35 percent of the payment in 
October, 35 percent of it in February, 
and the last payment at the end of the 
12-month marketing year for the crop 
in 2003. This is simply not what we 
promised and what will prove to be a 
serious burden for Kansas farmers this 
fall. They would have gotten the lump 
sum come this fall. Now it is going to 
be broken out over a 12-month period. 
This is something a number of farmers 
were counting on and need this year. 

Despite my concerns about many 
provisions in the farm bill, I do not 
want to indicate all is lost with it. I 
am pleased to see some of the conserva-
tion provisions in the bill which I 
think are positive. Something I and 
others have worked on—carbon seques-
tration—is in the bill. The pilot pro-
gram for carbon sequestration will help 
us build a new market for farmers—one 
that pays them for how they produce, 
not just what they produce. 

Carbon sequestration is a largely un-
tapped resource that can buy us the 
one thing we need most in the debate 
on climate change, and that is time. 
The Department of Energy estimates 
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over the next 50 to 100 years agricul-
tural lands alone could have the poten-
tial to remove anywhere from 40 to 80 
billion metric tons of carbon from the 
atmosphere. If we expand this to in-
clude forests, the number will be far 
greater, indicating there is a difference 
that could be made by encouraging a 
carbon sink approach. 

I am pleased with the work the con-
ferees have made. I am not pleased 
with the product. I believe we are tak-
ing a step backwards for farmers in our 
country, for freedom, for markets, and 
for what is best for my family and for 
what is best for Kansas farmers. This is 
an overly complex bill. It is not going 
to be helpful this year. 

In future years, we are going to be 
looking at it and saying: Why are we 
going back to something we knew did 
not work in the past? For those rea-
sons, I oppose the conference report. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-

LER). Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the conference 
report of the farm bill. This bill has 
been a long time in coming. The House 
of Representatives passed their version 
of the farm bill last October, and the 
Senate began debating the farm bill on 
the floor of the Senate last December. 
Our farmers have been waiting for a 
resolution. Our farmers have been 
waiting for some type of certainty in 
farm policy. This bill provides changes 
to our current farm policy that are des-
perately needed by our country’s farm-
ers. Since last year, farmers have been 
waiting to see if they will be able to 
continue farming as a way of life and a 
way of making a living. They have 
been hoping Congress will do the right 
thing and provide them with the safety 
net they need to continue. Frankly, 
during the last year, many have not 
survived the wait. Many have held auc-
tions, sold out, and left agriculture. 
However, others have been able to 
withstand the uncertainty and have 
waited for Congress to pass this farm 
bill. So I think it is long overdue. 

Many of our rural communities 
revolve around agriculture—from seed 
and fertilizer dealerships to farm im-
plement businesses and storage facili-
ties. These businesses have entire com-
munities that rely upon what they do. 
Agriculture is essential to the local 
economies of these small towns and 
communities. This is true in much of 
my State of Arkansas and throughout 
the country. In addition to businesses, 
the health of the agriculture sector di-
rectly impacts the viability of local 
schools and churches. Without assist-
ance, these towns will quickly dis-
appear, and these small rural commu-
nities will be lost, and nothing will be 
left but ghost towns. 

This bill includes many features that 
will benefit producers, rural commu-
nities, scientific advancement, and the 
environment. Throughout the long 
process—and it has been an arduously 

long process—there was a constant 
awareness of where farm policy has had 
shortcomings in the past and the im-
portant role of a complete and com-
prehensive farm policy as our pro-
ducers continue to compete in an ever 
more global marketplace. 

The three-part safety net composed 
of marketing loans, fixed payments, 
and the new target price counter-cycli-
cal payments will provide much great-
er stability for our country’s farmers. 
That is what farmers have asked for 
more than anything else—a degree of 
predictability and certainty in farm 
policy. This bill will provide our farm-
ers with the predictability and cer-
tainty that they need. 

In Arkansas, many farmers have not 
been able to get loans, and they are in 
jeopardy of not being able to farm. 
Some bankers in my State have been 
lending to farmers so they can get the 
crops into the ground simply on faith 
that we will eventually act and get 
something approved for them. After 
months upon months of waiting, and 
delay upon delay—these bankers, 
frankly, have had a lot more faith than 
I have. After all this time, we finally 
have a bill that can go to the President 
and be signed into law, and it is a bill 
that my farmers in Arkansas support. 
Time is of the essence, and to delay 
any longer will only serve to further 
complicate and muddle the implemen-
tation of this new policy. 

The time has come to pass the bill. 
Negotiations have been completed, and 
I think any effort to delay the passage 
of this bill is simply, at this point, hos-
tile and antagonistic to farmers and 
farm communities throughout the 
country. 

This bill, when it left the Senate 
floor, included some provisions about 
which I was very concerned. In par-
ticular, I was concerned about the pro-
visions included on payment limita-
tions. As this provision was written, it 
would have had a disastrous impact on 
farmers in my State. A study con-
ducted by the University of Arkansas 
indicated that farm income would have 
been reduced instantaneously by 25 
percent had that payment limitation 
gone into place, and that as many as 40 
percent of the farmers in Arkansas 
would have been impacted by this pro-
vision. 

In my opinion, including these limi-
tations without any studies, hearing, 
or adequate understanding of the im-
pacts was irresponsible and unfortu-
nate. I am heartened and grateful to 
the conferees for exercising wise judg-
ment in withdrawing and drastically 
scaling back these harmful provisions. 

Like all of my colleagues, I am con-
cerned about any abuses of Govern-
ment programs. However, to punish all 
farmers and ranchers in our country 
because of the abuses and excesses of a 
few is bad legislating. 

In addition, forcing arbitrary limits 
on our farmers is equally irresponsible. 
Different crops cost different amounts 
to raise. Some crops, such as rice and 

cotton, have very high input costs, 
which require these operations to be-
come larger because they rely on 
economies of scale to survive. But 
these crops also need support, and to 
set arbitrary limits without any regard 
to the difference in crops and input 
costs would be disastrous and particu-
larly harmful to specific regions of the 
country. 

Farm policy, as I have learned 
through this process, is very complex. 
But this bill represents a responsible 
and comprehensive approach. This bill 
includes many provisions that will as-
sist the farmers in rural communities 
in Arkansas and throughout the coun-
try. 

However, this bill does not have ev-
erything I would want. One area in 
which I am very disappointed in this 
bill is the forestry title. In the com-
mittee and on the Senate floor, I be-
lieve many meaningful compromises 
had been reached, and foresters in Ar-
kansas supported many of the pro-
grams included. Following the horren-
dous ice storms that hit Arkansas 
nearly a year and a half ago, the need 
for new programs and new funding 
mechanisms became apparent. I think 
it is unfortunate that conferees could 
not come to consensus on many of 
those provisions. It is my sincere hope 
that the Agriculture Committee will 
work quickly to approve these nec-
essary forestry programs. 

While many of the forestry programs 
included in the Senate version of the 
farm bill would have benefitted for-
esters in many states, the Hazardous 
Fuel Reduction Program was of spe-
cific interest to me, and I was dis-
appointed that it was not included in 
the final version of the conference re-
port. I am sure many of my colleagues 
on the Agriculture Committee also 
would like to see many of these provi-
sions passed, so I look forward to work-
ing with them to resolve this matter. 

Despite my concerns with the for-
estry title, or lack thereof, I want to 
highlight some of the provisions in this 
bill that I believe will have great bene-
fits to our country. One of the con-
servation programs of which I have 
been a strong supporter in the past is 
the Wetlands Reserve Program. This 
program has been used by farmers 
throughout my State and across the 
country to restore wetlands and en-
hance wildlife habitat. This bill in-
cludes funding to increase the acreage 
cap for this program to 2.275 million 
acres. This will allow an additional 
quarter million acres of wetlands to be 
enrolled in this important program 
each year through 2007. By expanding 
this program, marginal lands can be 
taken out of production. It is good for 
the environment, it is good for recre-
ation and sportsmen, and it is good for 
reducing farm production on marginal 
lands. Basically, it is a win-win for all 
of the stakeholders in agriculture. 

Also, I was very pleased with the in-
crease in the funding for the EQIP pro-
gram. This program will provide much- 
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needed funds for our livestock and crop 
producers who will be trying to come 
in line with increasing environmental 
requirements. This program will ben-
efit both producers and the environ-
ment. I believe the investments we 
make in this program will be repaid 
many times over in the future by the 
increased environmental quality we 
will all enjoy. 

In the area of trade, this bill will pro-
vide increases in funding for important 
programs such as the Market Access 
Program, the Foreign Market Develop-
ment Program, and the Food for 
Progress Program. Although trade will 
not solve all of the problems facing our 
country’s farmers, it is a critically im-
portant component of our national ag-
ricultural policy. We are the world’s 
leading producer of food and fiber, and 
it is essential that we work to open 
these new markets. The investments 
we make in these areas will benefit our 
producers by providing new market. In 
addition, these programs will benefit 
consumers all over the world by grant-
ing them access to some of the safest 
and most nutritious food in the world. 

This bill also addresses a key chal-
lenge facing agriculture in the United 
States: the lack of young and begin-
ning farmers. One of the reasons young 
people are not going into agriculture 
today is the difficulty in gaining the 
credit that is required to start a new 
farming operation. This bill provides a 
number of incentives to help young 
farmers get started. I think that is a 
great victory for the future of agri-
culture in our country. If we are going 
to continue as the world’s leading pro-
ducer of food and fiber, we must have 
young people getting involved. This 
bill reserves funds for operating loans 
for beginning farmers. It also author-
izes funding for a beginning farmer and 
rancher development program to assist 
young men and women who want to get 
involved in agriculture. 

There has also been much discussion 
of the energy title of the farm bill. 
While I am wary of the creation of new 
programs, several of the components in 
the energy title will provide whole new 
options for producers in Arkansas. 
More and more farmers I talk to are in-
terested in the possibility of getting in-
volved in some form of renewable en-
ergy production, whether it is ethanol 
or biodiesel. Farmers recognize that 
these products could provide new mar-
kets for their crops. In addition, it 
could help our country become more 
energy independent. The inclusion of 
this title will complement the work we 
completed two weeks ago with the pas-
sage of the energy bill. 

Finally, I am extremely pleased that 
the deceptive use of the term ‘‘catfish’’ 
for fish of many different orders and 
families can no longer be used to artifi-
cially boost sales of foreign fish at the 
expense of our domestic producers. 

Much of this issue has been mis-
understood. It has been a provision 
that has been attacked, I think, un-
fairly, by opponents claiming that we 

were somehow trying to redefine the 
names of specific fish inaccurately. Not 
at all. With this provision, we were try-
ing to end the deceptive and economi-
cally destructive practice of 
mislabeling Vietnamese basa, and I am 
very pleased that this provision was re-
tained. This provision is one that I and 
many of my colleagues have fought 
hard for. This has been a difficult prob-
lem to fix, and I am very pleased this 
bill will make the correction perma-
nent. 

This farm bill has been a long time in 
coming. I urge my colleagues to pass 
this conference report quickly so the 
USDA and FSA officials throughout 
our country can get to work, finalizing 
the regulations and implementing the 
new programs. They are going to have 
a big job ahead of them, and we need to 
let them get started immediately. 

This bill has the potential to sta-
bilize the farm economy, promote the 
development of new markets, revitalize 
our rural communities, and make our 
producers more competitive in the 
global marketplace. This bill is not the 
solution to all the challenges facing 
agriculture, but it does provide farmers 
with a safety net they need to hold 
their own while we work to open new 
markets and fight the lower foreign 
tariffs and barriers to trade. I ask my 
colleagues to join me in supporting the 
bill. 

Finally, I would like to thank my 
staff, Michael Zehr and Robbie 
Minnich, both of whom have gone 
through their first farm bill. They have 
worked long hours and done marvelous 
work as we have gone through this 
process. I thank them for their hard 
work on behalf of Arkansas’ farmers. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my strong opposition 
to the conference report on the farm 
bill and to express my grave dis-
appointment that this long process has 
resulted in a bloated and unbalanced 
bill that I simply cannot support. 

I am disappointed because there are 
some components of this bill that 
would help some farmers in Maine and 
that I strongly supported when the bill 
was under consideration by the Senate. 
For example, the conference report in-
cludes funding for the Senior Farmers’ 
Market Nutrition Program, as well as 
much needed assistance for our apple 
producers who have suffered from low 
market prices. It includes conservation 
funding, more money for the Market 
Access Program, and a national dairy 
program that I will discuss in more de-
tail in a moment. It also includes— 
thanks in large part to Senator 
LUGAR—a nutrition title that would 
bring needed assistance to legal immi-
grants and more working families. The 
problem is that all of these good pro-
grams, including the $17 billion con-
servation title, add up to only about 25 
percent of the entire $180 billion bill. It 
is the other 75 percent of the bill that 
I simply must oppose. 

My colleagues, particularly Senator 
LUGAR, have described in detail why 
this bill is bad for our farmers and our 
Nation. I agree with their analysis. 
This legislation perpetuates a depend-
ency that leads to overproduction that 
is harmful to our land and ultimately 
to our farm economy. I am dis-
appointed to see the reforms begun in 
the last farm bill sacrificed in a frenzy 
of overspending. 

This bill is both too expensive and 
unbalanced. It provides far too much in 
Federal subsidies for some of the Na-
tion’s largest agribusinesses and not 
enough for the small family farmers in 
my State and across the Nation. At a 
time when we as a nation are trying to 
shore up homeland security, provide a 
prescription drug benefit for our sen-
iors, and safeguard Social Security, we 
can ill afford to spend more than $180 
billion on agricultural programs that 
benefit the few at the expense of the 
many. How can we justify passing an 
80-percent increase in farm spending 
when we are facing a deficit that could 
easily reach $100 billion or more this 
year? It is not responsible to pass this 
bill. We should send it back to con-
ference and come up with a more rea-
sonable proposal. 

I am also concerned about the envi-
ronmental implications of this con-
ference report. While the increased 
conservation funding included in the 
legislation is certainly a step in the 
right direction, the conference com-
mittee slashed the environmental 
spending by $4.2 billion from what was 
included in the Senate bill. I share the 
disappointment of the Sierra Club and 
other conservation organizations with 
the final version of the bill in this re-
gard. Faced with a choice of cutting 
conservation, forestry, and other mod-
estly funded programs in this bill 
versus cutting the bloated commodity 
programs, the conferees unfortunately 
chose the former every single time. 

While I am pleased that the con-
ference report includes some modest 
assistance for Maine’s dairy farmers, I 
am disappointed that the Northeast 
Dairy Compact was not reauthorized. 
The dairy compact provided far more 
assistance to Maine dairy farmers and 
at no cost to taxpayers. That is why I 
wish we had simply extended the 
Northeast Dairy Compact, which was 
working very well at no cost to our 
Federal Treasury. The new program in-
cluded in the bill provides less help to 
Maine’s dairy farmers and at a high 
cost to taxpayers. I view this as a tem-
porary measure to help keep our dairy 
farmers solvent until the compact can 
be reauthorized. 

I am also deeply disappointed that 
the payment limitations that were in-
cluded in the Senate version of the 
farm bill, and that Senators GRASSLEY 
and DORGAN worked so hard to include, 
were not retained in the conference re-
port. While there is a supposed cap of 
$360,000 in payments that any one farm-
er may receive, the conference report 
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exempts the little known crop loan cer-
tificate program. The result is to cre-
ate a loophole that will allow some of 
the Nation’s largest agribusinesses to 
receive millions of dollars on top of al-
ready generous commodity crop pay-
ments. Thus, more than 60 percent of 
the payments authorized by this bill 
will go to fewer than 10 percent of our 
Nation’s farmers. Many small family 
farmers will receive absolutely nothing 
at all from this legislation. 

The farm savings accounts, which I 
worked so hard for, would have helped 
our small family farmers, but regret-
tably once again they were dropped 
from the bill. 

Finally, while this conference report 
is bad for the Nation, it is even worse 
for Maine and I strongly suspect other 
Northeastern States as well. Maine re-
ceives precious little from this bill’s 
unprecedented largess: 99.9 percent of 
the bill’s funds will be spent outside of 
our State. In other words, for every 
$1,000 it costs taxpayers to fund this 
bill, only $1 will come back to Maine. 

I recognize that Maine does not grow 
the program crops of the scope and 
scale found in other States, and in rec-
ognition of this fact I would have been 
pleased to vote for a responsible farm 
bill that provided for the vast majority 
of funds to go elsewhere. But in this 
bill I cannot help but feel that Maine 
and other Northeastern States have 
been tossed a little bit of hush money 
and then asked to turn the other way 
while big agribusinesses raid the U.S. 
Treasury of funds that are sorely need-
ed for education, prescription drugs, 
defense, and other priorities. 

This is not a responsible bill. We can 
do better, and I hope the Senate will 
vote to reject the conference report. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. THOMPSON. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my concern about 
the farm bill. I have been a strong sup-
porter of Tennessee farmers since I 
first came to the Senate, and I sup-
ported the 1996 Freedom to Farm bill, 
but I cannot support the conference re-
port that is pending before the Senate. 
At a time when our country is fighting 
a war against terrorism, at a time 
when we are facing a deficit of up to 
$130 billion this year, I believe it is ir-
responsible to spend an additional $82.8 
billion on farm subsidies on top of the 
$163 billion that we are already slated 
to spend. To do so would be a disservice 
to the citizens and taxpayers of this 
country. In addition, this farm bill will 
likely cause us to violate our WTO 
commitments at precisely the time 
when we are trying to convince other 
countries to open their markets to our 
agricultural products. Most impor-

tantly, I believe that the farm policies 
in this bill will hurt the very people 
that they are intended to help the 
small family farmers, by perpetuating 
the cycle of overproduction, depressed 
prices, and government subsidies that 
has made our farmers increasingly de-
pendent on government assistance. 

Since 1978, Federal outlays to farm-
ers have exceeded $300 billion, equal to 
nearly 10 percent of the Federal debt. 
In 2000, direct government payments to 
farmers reached a record high $22 bil-
lion. The bill proposes to spend $82.8 
billion over the existing baseline of ag-
riculture spending over the next 10 
years. This amount is almost $10 bil-
lion above the already generous 
amount provided for farm spending in 
the FY 2002 budget resolution. The 
total cost of this bill over the six-year 
life of the bill is $248.6 billion. The ex-
pansion of the farm bill represents a 76 
percent increase in agriculture spend-
ing. 

This remarkable explosion in spend-
ing would be a cause for concern at any 
time, but it is especially alarming 
under current circumstances. Our na-
tion is fighting a war against terrorism 
and our government is facing poten-
tially large deficits. In fiscal year 2002, 
we will spend at least $29.2 billion on 
homeland security. The President has 
proposed an additional $5.2 billion in 
his recent fiscal year 2002 supplemental 
spending request, which would bring 
total spending to nearly $38 billion. 
The President’s budget request for fis-
cal year 2003 proposes spending of $37.7 
billion for homeland security. This 
amount is double what we were spend-
ing on homeland security items prior 
to the September 11 attacks. The 
Brookings Institution recently rec-
ommended funding of $45 billion for fis-
cal year 2003 for homeland security. 
The truth is that we don’t have a good 
notion of how much homeland security 
spending will cost in the coming years, 
but we know that the costs will be tre-
mendous. As I mentioned earlier, we 
recently received new projections from 
CBO that our deficit this year could 
reach $130 billion. We have to recognize 
that the world has changed. 

My concerns about this legislation, 
however, are not limited to its cost. I 
believe that this legislation returns to 
the failed farm policies that were in 
place prior to the 1996 Freedom to 
Farm legislation, and that the effect of 
these policies will be to make farmers 
increasingly dependent on government 
subsidies. These policies defy logic and 
they defy the most basic laws of eco-
nomics. The government sets a floor 
price for certain agricultural commod-
ities that is higher than the market 
price in order to support growers of 
those commodities. The result is that 
farmers know that they are guaranteed 
to receive a certain price regardless of 
market conditions, so they ignore mar-
ket signals and overproduce. The over-
production further depresses com-
modity prices, leading to the need for 
ever increasing government subsidies. 

We don’t need to rely on economic the-
ory to know that this is true. The data 
show that our farmers have been 
caught in an ongoing cycle of over-
production, depressed prices, and in-
creasing government subsidies for dec-
ades. According to a study by the Her-
itage Foundation, farmers have re-
sponded to existing price floors by 
planting as many as 5 million addi-
tional acres of crops that are already 
overproduced. The farm bill before the 
Senate today will increase the target 
prices for these commodities and in-
crease the amount of subsidies that 
farmers can receive, which I fear will 
only exacerbate the overproduction 
problem. Of the new spending in this 
bill, $56.7 billion is to increase com-
modity payments. That’s nearly 70 per-
cent of the new funds for agriculture. 
These kinds of policies do our farmers 
a disservice by creating a situation in 
which market prices cannot recover, 
forcing farmers to become increasingly 
reliant on government subsidies. Under 
current farm programs, federal govern-
ment subsidies already comprise 50 per-
cent of total farm income. This farm 
bill makes it impossible for farmers to 
move away from these subsidies. 

Proponents of this legislation argue 
that we must provide these subsidies to 
support small family farmers who 
would otherwise be forced out of busi-
ness. However, according to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, 60 percent 
of America’s farmers are ineligible for 
any direct government assistance. Of 
the 40 percent of farmers who are eligi-
ble for government subsidies, 10 per-
cent receive two-thirds of the benefits. 
That means that 4 percent of our na-
tion’s farmers receive two-thirds of all 
federal subsidies. In Tennessee, the top 
1 percent of farm subsidy recipients re-
ceive 43 percent of the payments. That 
means that about 1100 of Tennessee’s 
approximately 110,000 farmers receive 
nearly half of the payments. The top 10 
percent of farmers in Tennessee receive 
84 percent of the payments. The bot-
tom 80 percent of farmers receive only 
7 percent of the total benefits, aver-
aging less than $700 per farmer. That is 
not right and it is unworthy of this 
Congress. 

According to the Heritage Founda-
tion, the House version of the farm bill, 
which was less expensive than the con-
ference report, would have cost $190 bil-
lion in taxes over the next 10 years and 
$271 billion in inflated food prices. The 
Taxpayers for Common Sense per-
formed a cost-benefit analysis of the 
Senate bill on a state-by-state basis 
using each state’s share of total U.S. 
personal income taxes. According to 
that analysis, over the next 5 years, 
under the Senate bill, Tennessee farm-
ers would have received average annual 
farm subsidy payments of $159 million, 
but Tennessee taxpayers would have 
paid $273 million to obtain it for a loss 
to the state of $115 million. 

With this farm bill, we had an oppor-
tunity to provide a safety net for our 
family farmers while moving towards a 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:21 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S08MY2.REC S08MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3991 May 8, 2002 
more market-oriented approach. Sen-
ator LUGAR has spent countless hours 
on the floor of this Senate, not only ex-
plaining all of these problems with the 
current system, but proposing effective 
alternatives that could move us to-
wards a more market-oriented ap-
proach while still maintaining a safety 
net for our farmers. He proposed ideas 
such as providing federal subsidies for 
farmers to purchase whole farm insur-
ance or providing matching funds for 
farm savings accounts. Instead, the bill 
before us represents a grab bag of re-
gional special interests. For the north-
east, there is a newer, more expensive 
dairy program. Studies indicate that 
this plan will increase the cost of milk 
by 10 to 15 percent. For the southern 
coastal states, the farm bill continues 
the sugar program, which has raised 
the price of sugar in the United States 
to nearly eight times the world price. 
The Midwestern states, as always, re-
ceive the overwhelming majority of the 
direct commodity payments. I under-
stand we have some contested elections 
going on. 

I am also concerned that this farm 
bill will set back efforts to open for-
eign markets to our agricultural prod-
ucts. Everyone knew the U.S. market 
for agricultural products is essentially 
saturated. The real growth opportunity 
is in exports, and the U.S. has consist-
ently made decreasing other nation’s 
price supports and export subsidies a 
high priority in our discussions at the 
World Trade Organization. However, 
there is a high probability that this 
farm bill will cause us to violate our 
WTO commitments. In 1995, we com-
mitted to reduce our most trade-dis-
torting domestic farm support to $19.1 
billion per year. We have fulfilled that 
commitment, in part because the di-
rect government payments provided 
under the 1996 Freedom to Farm bill 
were not related to price or production 
and were therefore not considered most 
trade-distorting and were not subject 
to the $19 billion cap. The conference 
report before the Senate today will de-
crease these non trade-distorting sub-
sidies and replace them with trade-dis-
torting coutercyclical subsidies. A re-
port by the Food and Agricultural Pol-
icy Research Institute concluded that 
there is a 30 percent chance that the 
U.S. will exceed its WTO commitments 
in the 2002 marketing year. Now the 
conference report does give the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the authority to 
make a determination that the U.S. is 
likely to violate its WTO commitments 
and to lower farm supports, but that 
creates a situation where the law pro-
vides an entitlement for farmers, which 
they would be counting on, and then 
the administration would have to come 
along and take that money away. Ev-
erybody in this room knows that is not 
going to happen. 

It is unclear whether the U.S. will 
face immediate challenge on the farm 
bill at the WTO. The European Union 
has issued conflicting statements. 
However, it is clear that the passage of 

the farm bill has angered our trading 
partners and weakened our ability to 
negotiate for decreases in agricultural 
support at the WTO. E.U. Trade Com-
missioner Franz Fischler said the bill: 

. . . marks a blow to credibility of U.S. 
policy in the WTO, where the U.S. has pre-
sented a trade-oriented agenda wholly incon-
sistent with the new bill. 

This farm bill undermines our credi-
bility when we push for open agricul-
tural markets and reduction of the sup-
port levels provided by other countries. 

In conclusion, this farm bill spends 
an enormous amount of taxpayers’ 
money at a time when we cannot afford 
it to the disproportionate benefits of a 
few large farms producing a limited 
number of program crops. I believe 
most farmers do not want forever to 
rely on Government subsidies for their 
living and in increasing numbers and 
percentages. They want to earn a liv-
ing by producing their crops and earn-
ing a decent market price for them. 
This legislation will make that more 
difficult. In fact, it goes in exactly the 
opposite direction. It is a callous docu-
ment that can only be supported in the 
name of political expediency. I choose 
not to do so. I will not support it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, we are 

awaiting the next speaker in the se-
quence that the Chair has been given; 
therefore, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, the time to be charged equally 
to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are 
awaiting the arrival of the next Sen-
ator to speak. In the meantime, I 
might just correct one thing that was 
said here, I think, on the floor. I be-
lieve the Senator from Maine said that 
trade, conservation, and research 
would equal 10 percent of the bill that 
we have—only 10 percent. Actually it is 
much more than that. Conservation 
alone is 22 percent of the funding in 
this bill; that is, $37.1 billion out of $173 
billion. 

If you take all the noncommodity ti-
tles—research, conservation, trade, for-
estry, all the other noncommodity ti-
tles—it equals about 30 percent of the 
funding of the bill. I wanted to make 
that correction. 

I want to go back to nutrition one 
more time and address the issue of 
funding. In the committee, when we 
passed our farm bill, there was support 
for a $5.6 billion nutrition title. It was 
supported on both sides. When that 
title was passed in our committee, it 
was passed unanimously. 

The bill then came on the floor and 
there were a number of amendments 

made. Many of them I cosponsored. 
They added additional funding. By the 
time we finished the bill, the nutrition 
title was $8.4 billion. 

Keep in mind when the bill left the 
Senate floor, the CBO rescored the bill 
and they had made a mistake. We 
didn’t make the mistake. The CBO had 
miscalculated about $6.1 billion. So 
even before we went to conference we 
had to cut basically $6.1 billion out of 
our bill, which we did across the board. 
We did not focus on nutrition or any 
other noncommodity aspect of the bill. 
We just had to do it, basically, across 
the board. 

The House-passed bill had $3.4 billion 
for nutrition. The President, in his 
message, what he wanted was a $4.1 bil-
lion increase in nutrition. The bill be-
fore us has $6.4 billion for nutrition. 
That is $1.2 billion higher than we 
passed in our committee. It is almost 
double what the House had. So I be-
lieve we did a very good job in fighting 
for the nutrition program. 

Do we always provide more money 
for the neediest people in our society? 
Sure. As we go ahead as the Agri-
culture Committee, we will be looking 
to make sure that next year and the 
year after the people who rely upon 
food stamps and other feeding pro-
grams are not left behind. But I think 
we did a great job getting the $6.4 bil-
lion for nutrition. 

I received a letter yesterday from a 
number of food-related, hunger-related 
groups—51 groups. They said they are 
writing to express their support for the 
nutrition title. 

The conference report makes critical steps 
forward for some of the populations most in 
need of help: legal immigrants and working 
parents with children. Additional provisions 
that will substantially simplify the program 
are also critically important. 

We also applaud your additional funding 
for The Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram. Food banks, food shelves and food pan-
tries facing growing requests will be better 
able to meet the need. 

Given the scope of the hunger and food in-
security problem facing our nation’s people, 
we believe that passage of the Farm Bill 
Conference Report with its investments in 
the nutrition safety net must be a very high 
priority for the Senate. 

As I said, this was signed by 51 
groups. I will not go through them all: 
America’s Second Harvest, American 
School Food Service Association, 
American Public Human Services Asso-
ciation, Bread for the World, Children’s 
Defense Fund, Coalition on Human 
Needs, Congressional Hunger Center, 
the Food Research and Action Center, 
FRAC, the National Council of La 
Raza, the National Law Center on 
Homelessness and Poverty, Volunteers 
of America. Those are among the 51 
groups. 

I ask unanimous consent this letter 
and those 51 groups’ names be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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MAY 7, 2002. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee, Sen-

ate Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN HARKIN: We, the under-

signed groups, are writing to express our 
support for the nutrition title of the Con-
ference Report on the Farm Bill (H.R. 2646). 
The final package makes very important in-
vestments to strengthen the nutrition safety 
net, especially for vulnerable working fami-
lies with children, needy legal immigrants, 
and others struggling to put food on the 
table. 

As you know, USDA and the Census Bu-
reau report that approximately 33 million 
people in the United States—13 million of 
them children—have been living with hunger 
or on the edge of hunger. The recent eco-
nomic slowdown and increasing need are 
only exacerbating this problem of high levels 
of hunger and food insecurity, particularly 
for legal immigrants and other low-wage 
workers. Substantially strengthening the na-
tional nutrition safety net is critically im-
portant to address this problem. 

Accordingly, we believe the Conference Re-
port makes critical steps forward for some of 
the populations most in need of help: legal 
immigrants; and working parents with chil-
dren. Additional provisions that will sub-
stantially simplify the program are also 
critically important. Easing states’ adminis-
trative burdens will reduce their costs, re-
duce errors, reduce red tape for needy people, 
and speed eligibility determinations and ben-
efits delivery. This lowering of unnecessary 
obstacles is particularly important for work-
ing families. 

We also applaud your additional funding 
for The Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram. Food banks, food shelves and food pan-
tries facing growing requests will be better 
able to meet the need. 

Given the scope of the hunger and food in-
security problem facing our nation’s people, 
we believe that passage of the Farm Bill 
Conference Report with its investments in 
the nutrition safety net must be a very high 
priority for the Senate. 

Again, we appreciate your leadership on 
our mutual goal to fight hunger. 

Sincerely yours, 
Alliance for Children and Families, 

Americas Second Harvest, American 
Jewish Committee, Americans for 
Democratic Action, American Federa-
tion of State, County and Municipal 
Employees, American Public Human 
Services Association, American School 
Food Service Association, Asian and 
Pacific Islander American Health 
Forum, Asian Pacific American Legal 
Center, Association of Farmworker Op-
portunity Programs, Bread for the 
World, California Immigrant Welfare 
Collaborative, Center for Community 
Change, Center for Public Policy Prior-
ities, TX, Center For Third World Or-
ganizing, Children’s Defense Fund, Coa-
lition for Human Immigrant Rights of 
Los Angeles, Coalition on Human 
Needs, Congressional Hunger Center, 
Food Research and Action Center. 

Friends Committee on National Legisla-
tion, the General Board of Church and 
Society, The United Methodist Church, 
Jewish Council for Public Affairs, Los 
Angeles Coalition to End Hunger and 
Homelessness, Massachusetts Immi-
grant and Refugee Advocacy Coalition, 
Mexican American Legal Defense and 
Educational Fund, Migrant Legal Ac-
tion Project, National Asian Pacific 
American Legal Consortium, National 
Association of Child Advocates, Na-
tional Association of Service and Con-
servation Corps, National Campaign for 

Jobs and Income Support, National 
Council of Jewish Women, National 
Council La Raza, National Immigra-
tion Law Center, 

National Law Center on Homelessness 
and Poverty, National Puerto Rican 
Coalition, New Jersey Immigration 
Policy Network, NETWORK, A Na-
tional Catholic Social Justice Lobby, 
New York Immigration Coalition, NOW 
Legal Defense and Education Fund, 
RESULTS, San Bernardino County, 
CA, Service Employees International 
Union, Services, Immigrant Rights and 
Education Network, Southeast Asia 
Resource Action Center, Unitarian 
Universalist Service Committee, 
United Church of Christ Justice and 
Witness Ministries, United Food and 
Commercial Workers International 
Union, Volunteers of America, Welfare 
Law Center, Women Employed. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are 
awaiting the arrival of our next speak-
er. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are 
awaiting the arrival of either a pro-
ponent or an opponent of the bill. Who-
ever gets here first gets to go first. 

In that regard, I am informed that 
the ranking member has no objection 
to entering a quorum call with the 
time being equally divided. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent that the time of the 
quorum be equally divided between the 
proponents and opponents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I join 
with those who have expressed very se-
vere reservations and concerns about 
this bill. It is an extraordinarily expen-
sive piece of legislation. This legisla-
tion is not only going to cost the tax-
payers of America a great deal of 
money—much more than has ever been 
paid out before in the area of farm sub-
sidies—but it is a bill that takes us 
down the wrong path in the area of how 
we should address production of farm 
commodities in our country. 

Nobody questions that farmers are 
the hardest working people you meet. 
At all levels of life, as you come across 
people, the farmer is somebody who 
puts in incredible hours, who works 
from dawn to dusk in most instances— 

unless they are a corporate farm 
owner—the people out there actually 
doing the farming. They love their job, 
usually. That is why they do it. They 
are a contributor of immense propor-
tions to our society, both from the 
standpoint of being hard workers and 
extraordinarily productive citizens, but 
also in setting a tone and a character 
for our Nation and the communities in 
which they live. 

Unfortunately, the system they are 
caught up in—not all, but those farm-
ers who find themselves existing on the 
Federal payroll—is one that is fun-
damentally broken. Instead of a mar-
ket system, it is a system of collec-
tivization. 

It is truly ironic, in fact, when you 
think about it. The way the farm pro-
gram works today for those people on 
the system is that the Federal Govern-
ment essentially pays through the tax 
dollars of the American people for the 
net income of those farmers. 

Forty-six percent of the net income 
of farming as a result of this bill—46 
percent—will be paid for by tax dollars. 

In seven States, the Federal Direct 
Payment Program actually exceeds the 
net farm income. Think about that for 
a moment. 

In the State of Wisconsin, for exam-
ple, the Federal Direct Payment Pro-
gram exceeds the net farm income by 
174 percent. In Montana, it is 178 per-
cent. In North Dakota, it is 156 percent. 
There are seven States where it actu-
ally exceeds net income. 

If you were to set out a classic defini-
tion of collectivization or socialization 
of an industry, it would be that the tax 
benefits of the industry exceed the in-
come of the industry. This essentially 
means that people aren’t working to be 
productive; they are working to receive 
tax benefits. 

As I said, it is ironic that our farmers 
who are caught up in these programs 
find themselves in this type of situa-
tion. If you look at it in a historical 
context, the country which most ag-
gressively attempted collectivization 
where they had a program where the 
farm community was essentially an ex-
tension of the State support program 
was, of course, the Soviet Union where 
the system collapsed as a result of its 
inability to be competitive. 

We, however, ironically and through 
the genius of our American farmer, 
have managed to actually make it pro-
ductive. We have a productive, collec-
tive system where we are actually pro-
ducing goods. But we are not producing 
them efficiently, obviously. We are not 
producing them in a form that makes a 
whole lot of sense. We are, in fact, pro-
ducing goods that we don’t need. 

As has been mentioned numerous 
times by the Senator from Indiana and 
other Senators in this Chamber, we are 
creating a situation where by defini-
tion we produce goods at a price which 
has no relationship to the amount of 
goods being produced. So we have more 
goods than we need; thus, we drive 
down the price; thus, we end up paying 
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more in subsidies to support those 
goods, a system which is cockeyed. It 
makes no sense. 

I heard one person come down here 
from the other side—the Senator from 
North Dakota—who said this bill is for 
entrepreneurship. It is a unique view of 
entrepreneurship because, basically, 
the entrepreneur here is trying to fig-
ure out how they can get more money 
out of the Federal Government and 
how they can put more crops in the 
ground, which we don’t need, which 
produces a higher production level at a 
price which drives down the price so 
they can get more for the crop that we 
didn’t need to begin with. 

It makes no sense. That is not entre-
preneurship in a market economy. 
That is a new form of entrepreneurship 
in a collectivized economy. That is 
gaming the system. Gaming the system 
would be more appropriate than entre-
preneurship as a term. 

I heard another Member say but this 
bill is going to produce so much in the 
way of paperwork in order to meet the 
new commodity rules that people are 
going to be standing in line for days at 
the Farm Service Agency. I feel sorry 
for them standing in line all day. 

As a practical matter, if you are 
going to opt into a system where you 
are essentially getting all your net in-
come out of the Federal Government, 
you ought to be doing something in-
stead of standing in line for that 
money. 

Clearly, this system has failed when 
our farmers are standing in line in-
stead of working to produce goods, 
when they are using the system to 
produce crops which they don’t need 
and which we don’t need, and when 
they are getting a payment from the 
Federal Government which exceeds 
their income. 

The bill also is perverse in whom it 
supports. Most of the subsidy in this 
bill goes to a very small number of 
farmers who produce a small number of 
commodity crops. The State of Cali-
fornia, which has the most farmers in 
America, by far, and which has the 
largest farming industry, by far, gets 
only 9 percent of the benefit under the 
bill. But other States which have com-
modity crops, with 3 percent of the 
farms, for example, get two-thirds of 
the commodity subsidies. Sixty percent 
of American farmers get no commodity 
subsidy at all. They are still in the 
market. Of course, that number is 
being reduced because this bill man-
ages to pick up a bunch of commodities 
that have not been there before. We 
now have onions. We have apples. We 
have pulse crops. And, of course, we 
dramatically expanded our effort in the 
area of dairy and peanuts. 

Then there is sugar. Sugar: What a 
farcical exercise this is. What a joke on 
the American taxpayer this has be-
come. Of course, it is a very expensive 
joke. 

First, we set the sugar price in this 
country arbitrarily at a rate which is 
10, 15 cents higher than what the mar-

ket bears internationally, so that the 
average consumer in this country, for 
any product that has sugar in it, has to 
pay a great deal more than they would 
if we were playing in an open market; 
in fact, the last number I saw was $1.6 
billion more in subsidy. Where does 
that go? To the sugar producers. So 
that is the first time we hit the con-
sumer. 

For years, the sugar industry used to 
come to the Senate with righteous 
statements, saying: But we take noth-
ing out of the Federal Treasury; we 
just take it out of the consumer 
through the subsidized costs that we 
put on the consumer—the inflated 
price. Well, they were not happy with 
that. So in this bill they are going into 
the Treasury for $435 million. 

So first they hit the consumer with 
an inflated price, which they benefit 
from because they do not allow mar-
ket-priced sugar, and it is to the tune 
of $1.6 billion; and now they have set up 
a commodity price which is going to 
flow through to them to the tune of 
$430 million. If it were not so obscene, 
it would be humorous, the level at 
which it takes from the consumer and 
the American taxpayer and redistrib-
utes that in a countermarket system. 

Robert Samuelson, who is one of the 
better economists in our country, made 
the point that over the last two and a 
half decades farm subsidies have con-
sumed roughly 10 percent of what we 
have added to our national debt. That 
is a price that in some ways I might be 
willing to pay if it were done in a man-
ner that had some relationship to mar-
ket forces because I believe strongly 
that we need a farm economy that is 
strong. But when you totally over-
whelm market forces with this type of 
subsidy system, you fundamentally un-
dermine the capacity to have a farm 
program which, first, represents pro-
duction, which we need, in the com-
modities which we want, and, second, 
is fair to the American taxpayers and 
the American consumer. 

So I believe this bill should be re-
jected. I regret that it probably will 
not be rejected. But I believe the in-
crease in spending above the baseline 
here, which is approximately $173 bil-
lion, is way beyond anything we can af-
ford as an economy or as taxpayers, 
but, more importantly, the policy in 
this bill totally perverts the market 
and, in my opinion, drives us in the 
wrong direction, away from a market- 
oriented farm policy toward a more 
collectivized farm policy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CLINTON). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 

will yield to the Senator from Michi-
gan shortly, but I would like to say, for 
the benefit of Senators, that we had a 
list before of speakers on the farm bill. 
If there are any Senators who wish to 
come to the floor to speak on the farm 
bill, that list is vacant right now, so we 
do have time on the bill right now for 
any Senators who wish to come over 

and speak. If they will just contact us, 
we can get another list put up, so we 
can get an appointed time for Senators 
to speak on the farm bill. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan. And I thank her 
for all of her great work on this farm 
bill. I say to her constituents, the peo-
ple of Michigan, there isn’t a person 
who has fought harder for their inter-
ests than Senator STABENOW, especially 
in agriculture, and especially when it 
comes to the specialty crops. 

I point out that I believe Senator 
STABENOW holds a record. Senator STA-
BENOW is the only member of the Agri-
culture Committee who served on the 
agriculture committee in her State 
legislature, served on the Agriculture 
Committee in the House of Representa-
tives, and is on the Agriculture Com-
mittee in the Senate. We are proud to 
have her. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
thank, first, my wonderful friend and 
colleague and leader of the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee. He is the person 
who has brought us to this point with 
a farm bill of which I believe we can all 
be very proud. I am so grateful to him 
that he has understood that we in 
Michigan have 100 different commod-
ities; that 60 percent of what we grow, 
in fact, is fruits and vegetables, and for 
the first time specialty crops are rec-
ognized by the Congress in a farm bill. 
It would not have happened without 
the leadership of our Senator from 
Iowa who has led this committee so 
ably. 

Madam President, I could not dis-
agree more with my friend from New 
Hampshire who spoke right before me. 
I believe this is a bill of which we 
should be very proud. It moves in the 
right direction. It helps our family 
farmers. It promotes conservation. It 
supports rural economic development. 
It is something that I believe is good 
for every family in the country. 

I want to start, though, by thanking 
all of the staff who have been involved 
in this effort. There have been hours 
and hours—hundreds of hours, weekend 
work—in which people have been work-
ing at a number of points in order to 
get us to this comprehensive farm bill. 
I thank all those on the Senate Agri-
culture Committee staff and Senator 
HARKIN’s staff, the majority leader’s 
staff, and I also thank Kim Love from 
my staff who has worked so diligently 
fighting for the interests of Michigan 
family farmers and rural communities 
and all of those who benefit from a 
strong farm policy. So to each of them 
I say: Thank you. 

We do, in fact, have a farm bill that 
makes sense. I came into the house of 
Representatives in 1997 and watched 
and participated as a member of the 
Agriculture Committee in the ‘‘fruits,’’ 
you might say, of the previous farm 
bill, what was called Freedom to Farm, 
which, unfortunately, left us in a situa-
tion where every year that I have been 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:21 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S08MY2.REC S08MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3994 May 8, 2002 
a Member of Congress we have had to 
pass an emergency supplemental be-
cause the farm bill did not work. Every 
single year, we were back saying that 
our farmers were not going to be able 
to make it, that the policies that were 
put in place with the last farm bill just 
did not work. 

So we are now using a different ap-
proach, one that takes into consider-
ation the economic challenges of our 
farmers and what is happening in the 
world around us, and new opportuni-
ties. 

I am extremely pleased that this 
final bill—thanks to the leadership of 
our chairman of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee—includes, for the 
first time, a title on energy. We in 
Michigan welcome that. There is not 
only ethanol, which we have debated 
on this floor, and which I strongly sup-
port, but we have soybean lubricants 
and other opportunities where I believe 
Michigan farmers can take the lead in 
biomass fuels. It is a real opportunity 
for us in Michigan as well as around 
the country. This dovetails directly 
with our energy bill that was passed 
not long ago. 

Again, in Michigan, we have 100 dif-
ferent commodities. I am pleased with 
what we have been able to do with the 
dairy proposal and sugar, and with the 
basic commodities, when we look at 
what has happened in terms of support 
for all of the commodities. 

I specifically rise to speak for a mo-
ment about what is called specialty 
crops, our fruits and vegetable farmers. 
I am very pleased that a provision I of-
fered in the committee has in fact be-
come a part of this final product, for 
the first time, to allow a minimum of 
$200 million per year to be used to pur-
chase surplus fruits and vegetables, not 
only to help our farmers in terms of 
their prices and to address surpluses 
but also to have the win-win of offering 
those fruits and vegetables for our 
School Lunch Program, for our senior 
feeding programs. This is a win-win sit-
uation. We should be very proud of the 
fact that through our nutritional pro-
grams we now are able to permanently 
put into place a way to help our farm-
ers and at the same time make fresh 
fruits and vegetables available to our 
children and to those who are involved 
in our nutrition programs. 

There is another important provi-
sion. For those states with critical or-
chards—this is the capital for our cher-
ry farmers, our apple growers, and so 
on—the Tree Assistance Program is re-
authorized to provide reimbursement 
for trees such as apple trees destroyed 
by natural disaster. We have a really 
serious issue in Michigan with apple 
fire blight. Coupling that with the 
drought we experienced in the year 
2000, we have had a devastation in 
many areas of our orchards. The Tree 
Assistance Program is very important 
and an area I fought very hard to in-
clude in the final bill. I am pleased it is 
there. 

One of the provisions that is not in 
the bill in its entirety and we will con-

tinue to work to address this year 
through an emergency supplemental is 
emergency assistance, on which the 
Senator from Montana, Mr. BAUCUS, 
led the effort—to add $2.4 billion in 
emergency assistance. While we did not 
receive the agreement of the White 
House and our colleagues in the House 
of Representatives to include it in the 
conference committee, we were able to 
provide just under $100 million in mar-
ket loss payments for apples. That is 
an important first step. 

But I can say, coming from Michigan, 
where in the year 2000 we had 82 out of 
83 counties declared disaster areas as a 
result of drought, just making our 
farmers eligible for more loans is not 
the right approach. Our farmers have 
enough loans. What they need is some 
direct assistance during emergencies 
such as drought. I will continue to 
fight very hard to address that entire 
emergency assistance package. 

I am also pleased that we are seeing 
almost a doubling of funding for con-
servation and that the new provision I 
was pleased to cosponsor with our 
chairman, the Conservation Security 
Program, that provides payments for 
farmers for good environmental prac-
tices on working lands is included in 
the conservation title. Again, for the 
first time, specialty crops are included 
as a part of conservation payments. 
This is very important to Michigan and 
very important to our producers across 
the country. 

We have many rural communities, 
hundreds and hundreds of rural com-
munities in Michigan. From the upper 
peninsula all the way down along our 
coast and central Michigan, we have 
small communities that have benefited 
and will benefit from the strengthened 
rural development title in terms of in-
frastructure, water and sewer projects 
for which they will be able to receive 
support, broadband, and other kinds of 
infrastructure needs of our rural com-
munities. I am very pleased the farm 
bill includes a strong rural develop-
ment title as well. 

For our cooperative extension em-
ployees, we are pleased to be able to 
address an issue of long-term care in-
surance that came to us from Michigan 
State University. I appreciate the fact 
that this is in the bill. 

A couple of other areas of note: We 
have placed in the bill a nutrition pilot 
program that will allow five States to 
focus on good nutrition practices and 
encourage consumption of fruits and 
vegetables. This is another important 
way we can not only promote healthy 
eating, healthy living, but also be able 
to promote the nutritional value of our 
fruits and vegetables. I was pleased 
that the pilot program was included in 
the final bill as well. 

Of course, coming from the Great 
Lakes State of Michigan, I fought very 
hard for the Great Lakes Soil Erosion 
Program to be authorized. I am pleased 
it is authorized at $5 million a year. 
While this program has received fund-
ing in the past, it has never been au-

thorized as an ongoing program. 
Through a combination of local and 
Federal funds, this program has been 
successful in keeping sedimentation 
out of the Great Lakes and educating 
the agricultural community about ero-
sion and water quality. I am very 
pleased that finally, for the first time, 
we have this program authorized offi-
cially as a part of the farm bill. 

We know there is a good safety net: 
Higher loan rates, countercyclical pay-
ments, updated yields, continued direct 
annual payments, as well as conserva-
tion payments that come together in a 
way to support American agriculture, 
to support our family farmers. I am 
very pleased to support strongly this 
final conference committee. 

Let me, in closing, quote from our 
fruit and vegetable producers of the 
country who have put out a statement 
which I believe should in part be in the 
RECORD. It says: 

We applaud the Congress and its Members 
who led the fight to develop some of the 
most progressive and positive agricultural 
policy initiatives that have been developed 
through a farm bill process to address the 
unique needs of the fruit and vegetable pro-
ducers in the United States. 

From the standpoint of our fruit and 
vegetable producers, this is a historic 
bill. From the standpoint of all of our 
families in the country, this is farm 
policy that makes sense for all of us. 
Again, I encourage my colleagues to 
support the bill. I commend our chair-
man from Iowa for his vision and lead-
ership. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I say 

to Senators, we have a list of Senators 
who wanted to speak and be heard on 
the farm bill. I don’t see anyone here 
right now. I know it is the lunch hour, 
but now is a good time to come over 
and speak on the farm bill, if anyone so 
desires. 

In the interim, I rise to point out 
that there was some mention made ear-
lier today that somehow farmers in the 
Midwest and some of the Plains States 
would be better off if there were basi-
cally not this bill but the Freedom to 
Farm bill. There was a bill introduced 
in March for an emergency package for 
this year—that was S. 2040—that would 
have spent $7.35 billion in this fiscal 
year. And some have asserted that 
farmers would be better off if we could 
just pass an emergency package rather 
than this farm bill. 

I asked my staff and the Food and 
Agricultural Policy Research Institute 
to do an analysis of the conference re-
port we have before us, comparing that 
to what farmers might receive under 
an emergency package as envisioned in 
S. 2040. According to the FAPRI anal-
ysis of the conference report, Kansas 
farmers, for example, would receive a 
total of $1.04 billion in commodity pro-
gram payments for this crop year, 2002. 
But they would receive only $795 mil-
lion this year under Freedom to Farm, 
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plus the emergency payments that 
would be made under S. 2040 for the 
same period. The same is true for Iowa. 
We estimate that Iowa farmers would 
get $1.7 billion for this crop year under 
this conference report but would have 
received only $1.56 billion under S. 2040, 
the bill that was introduced in March 
to put through an emergency pack-
age—sort of an emergency package on 
top of the Freedom to Farm bill. In any 
case, farmers would be better off this 
year under the conference report. I 
want to make it very clear that this 
bill will apply to this crop year. 

FAPRI also did an analysis looking 
ahead at between now and 2007 and 
comparing what farmers would get in 
certain States under this bill to what 
they would get if we continued Free-
dom to Farm. 

For example, my Iowa farmers will 
have a $485 million gain, on average, 
between 2002 and 2007 over the Freedom 
to Farm bill. That is a 52-percent in-
crease. 

Illinois farmers will get a $486 mil-
lion gain, on average, during these 
years. That is a 57-percent increase for 
Illinois. 

Kansas farmers, under this bill, will 
see a $402 million gain, on average, be-
tween 2002 and 2007 over the Freedom 
to Farm bill. That is a 91-percent in-
crease for Kansas farmers. I think that 
is the highest of any State I have seen, 
in terms of the difference between 
Freedom to Farm and what we have in 
this bill. 

Minnesota farmers get a $335 million 
gain, a 55-percent increase. 

Nebraska farmers get a $380 million 
gain, on average, under this bill over 
the Freedom to Farm bill. That is a 68- 
percent increase for Nebraska. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
analysis done by FAPRI printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
MIDWEST, PLAINS STATES BENEFICIARIES OF 

FARM SECURITY AND RURAL INVESTMENT 
ACT OF 2002 (FAPRI analysis) 
Iowa farmers, $485 million gain on average 

between 2002–2007 over Freedom to Farm (a 
52 percent increase). 

Illinois farmers, $486 million gain on aver-
age between 2002–2007 over Freedom to Farm 
(a 57 percent increase). 

Kansas farmers, $402 million gain on aver-
age between 2002–2007 over Freedom to Farm 
(a 91 percent increase). 

Minnesota farmers, a $335 million gain on 
average between 2002–2007 over Freedom to 
Farm (a 55 percent increase). 

Nebraska farmers, a $380 million gain on 
average between 2002–2007 over Freedom to 
Farm (a 68 percent increase). 

Indiana farmers, a $243 million gain on av-
erage between 2002–2007 over Freedom to 
Farm (59 percent increase). 

Montana farmers, $102 million gain on av-
erage between 2002–2007 over Freedom to 
Farm (88 percent increase). 

South Dakota farmers, $177 million gain on 
average between 2002–2007 over Freedom to 
Farm (57 percent increase). 

North Dakota farmers, $201 million gain on 
average between 2002–2007 over Freedom to 
Farm (60 percent increase). 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, it 
would be a huge mistake to walk away 
from this bill—for farmers all over the 
upper Midwest. It would be a mistake 
for farmers in Michigan, and especially 
in New England. In New England, the 
dairy farmers have been helped im-
mensely: Maine, New Hampshire, 
Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, 
Rhode Island—all of the dairy States. 

One other group has been helped im-
mensely, and that is the small spe-
cialty crop farmers, those who grow 
blueberries, potatoes, and other kinds 
of vegetables, including apples, and 
there are many in New England. They 
will be helped immensely. 

As the Senator from Michigan stated, 
we have a $200 million annual floor on 
purchases of specialty crops. That is 
what the farmers in New England grow. 
They have never had anything like 
this. It wasn’t in the Freedom to Farm 
bill. If this conference report is de-
feated, that means New England farm-
ers will not have anything. They will 
have nothing. Under this farm bill, 
they are going to be a part of our agri-
cultural structure for the future. 

It would be a shame to walk away 
from this today—walk away from the 
farmers in New England, the farmers in 
Michigan, or in the upper Northwest. It 
would be a shame to walk away from 
the great strides we have made in nu-
trition. I pointed out earlier that the 
1996 Freedom to Farm bill, under which 
we are operating, didn’t even have a 
nutrition section. That was taken up in 
welfare reform later. This time around 
we have kept nutrition under the farm 
bill. We have made a huge increase in 
the nutrition programs. It would be a 
shame to walk away from that. 

When you look at the broad aspects 
of America, this conference report de-
serves to be supported. Again, if some-
body asks me can I defend and support 
everything in this bill, the answer is 
no. But this is a compromise bill. This 
is a large country. What benefits one 
area may not benefit another. All of 
the support we have in there for spe-
cialty crops, the support we have in 
other areas that do not affect my 
State, I support it because I recognize 
that farmers in New England and all 
over the country need help and sup-
port. We need to promote better con-
sumption of fruits and vegetables in 
this country. That is what is strong in 
this bill. So it is a good bill for Amer-
ica. 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum as we await the arrival of 
those who want to speak on the farm 
bill, either in opposition or in support. 
I ask that the time during the quorum 
call be divided equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DAYTON. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time to the Senator from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. I thank the Senator from 
Minnesota for being a great member of 
our Senate Agriculture Committee. 
Senator DAYTON has been a personal 
friend of mine going back 20-some 
years. It was absolutely a bright mo-
ment when he came to the Senate and 
got on the Agriculture Committee. 

I thank him for all his input on this 
farm bill. I say without hesitation 
many of the provisions in this bill that 
help our dairy farmers, help conserva-
tion, got our loan rates up for our 
farmers bears the imprint of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, and I thank him 
for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. DAYTON. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I thank the chair-
man of the committee. I return the 
compliment. He has been a stupendous 
leader of the committee most of the 
time I have been there. We actually 
have two Minnesotans on the Senate 
Agriculture Committee—my senior col-
league, Senator WELLSTONE and I. 
Heretofore, for a few years, we did not 
have any representation on the com-
mittee. 

I believe this farm bill is a better bill 
for Minnesota and it is a better bill for 
America as a result of our efforts. 
Without the chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator HARKIN, we would not 
have accomplished any of this. His 
leadership has been extraordinary. 

I hear some of my colleagues raising 
objections to certain measures in this 
bill. In the context of what we walked 
into in January of 2001 when I joined 
the Senate and that committee and the 
previous conditions in the agricultural 
sector, there is a disconnect between 
what they seem to be objecting to and 
the circumstances that existed—which, 
frankly, I was not a part of—when I 
came on the committee in January of 
2001. 

The Senator from Iowa was not even 
the chairman of the committee at that 
time. He was the ranking member. Our 
distinguished ranking member, Sen-
ator LUGAR, was chairman of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee. The Re-
publicans had been in charge of the 
Senate for the previous 6 years. There 
had been a Republican chairman of 
that committee for that period of time. 

This means that the 1996 farm bill, if 
my recollection is correct, was con-
structed and passed by that committee, 
and the full Senate and House, both 
under Republican leadership. There 
was a Democratic President, but they 
undertook that initiative. 

I traveled the State in the year 2000 
campaigning for office and listening to 
farmers all over Minnesota. The chair-
man of the committee was kind enough 
to join me for the day. I heard from 
farmers in Minnesota that they were in 
desperate condition. I looked at the 
market prices then in Minnesota, and 
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commodity prices were lower in the 
year 2000 than they were when I ran for 
the Senate for the first time in 1982. 
That was not even inflation adjusted. 
This is just nominal dollars. The prices 
for corn, wheat, soybeans, and milk 
were lower in Minnesota in the year 
2000 than they were in 1982. 

None of the many products farmers 
have to buy to stay in business—such 
as tractors, diesel fuel, equipment, 
feed—have stayed at the same price. In 
fact, they have gone up quite signifi-
cantly. 

When we came into the majority in 
the Senate and I was joined by my col-
league, Senator WELLSTONE, on the 
committee, the Minnesota farm econ-
omy was in very desperate straits. In 
many areas of Minnesota, the farm 
economy is the economy. It is not just 
farmers. It is every person, every busi-
ness owner, every employee of a busi-
ness, every school board member—ev-
erybody in Greater Minnesota, the ma-
jority of our State, knows their liveli-
hood, the lifeblood of their commu-
nities, of their churches, of their 
schools depends on a healthy agricul-
tural economy, which depends on a 
market price, which depends on the 
ability to sell your product in the mar-
ketplace and make a profit, make 
enough money to feed your family, buy 
what you need, and those dollars mul-
tiply through the local economy. 

We have not seen that kind of pros-
perity in Greater Minnesota, in the ag-
ricultural economy of our State, for 
many years. 

The Federal Government has stepped 
in, as it had to, given the failure of 
Freedom to Farm, with supplemental 
payments, with double AMTA pay-
ments. If it had not, we would not have 
farms anywhere in Minnesota or they 
would be few and operating under large 
corporate auspices. The real people, the 
farmers would not be there. 

Those who criticize us for going 
back, as they say, to a Federal role in 
agriculture should be reminded, in fair-
ness, if they had their way as the ar-
chitect of this bill in 1996, there would 
not have been any supplemental pay-
ments; there would not have been any 
disaster relief. There would have sim-
ply been a total reliance on the mar-
ketplace and with prices that were 
going down through the floor and into 
the subbasement with no supply man-
agement whatsoever. 

Another one of the criticisms I heard 
in the last couple of days is we are en-
couraging overproduction. The 1996 
farm bill took all the caps off produc-
tion individually and collectively: 
Produce whatever you can; produce 
what you must to survive. Once again, 
they are criticizing something that is 
very much their own creation. 

Another criticism I have heard re-
cently is we are somehow putting too 
much of the taxpayers’ money into the 
farm program. Again, coming from a 
farm State, I know how vital this Fed-
eral role in agriculture is to the eco-
nomic lifeblood of Minnesota. I wish we 

did not have to put this much money 
into supporting and keeping our farm-
ers alive. I wish they could get every 
dollar they need in the marketplace. If 
we had had a good farm program over 
the last number of years in this coun-
try, frankly, that is where they would 
be getting their price today. But that 
is not the case. 

In fact, the farm index for this coun-
try is now at the lowest level it has 
been since the Great Depression. That 
is the price we get for all farm com-
modities in America divided by the 
cost of producing all those commod-
ities. It has dropped from 100 percent in 
the years 1990 to 1992, which was the 
baseline, to 80 percent today. In 10 
years, in just one decade, the prices 
farmers receive all across this country 
as a percentage of the cost of producing 
all of those products has dropped by 20 
percent. It dropped below the break- 
even point, which is why so many 
farmers have gone bankrupt, and why, 
without these initial payments, thou-
sands of farmers across America will go 
bankrupt. 

This is the situation the chairman of 
this committee inherited, and I think 
his leadership has been nothing short 
of miraculous and magnificent. The 
title of the movie ‘‘Miracle Worker’’ 
really applies to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa. To put this bill to-
gether with all the differences of view, 
diversity, forms of agriculture, sizes, 
and different philosophical and polit-
ical perspectives, it is a true miracle, 
one that was extraordinarily well done, 
one that would have been done—if the 
chairman had been assisted by every-
body involved—some time ago. 

Another criticism I heard in the last 
couple of days is that this bill should 
have been passed already. Farmers 
have been chafing from uncertainty 
and lenders have been chafing from un-
certainty. I have heard that from Min-
nesota bankers and farmers all over 
the State, but I am thinking to myself: 
Despite the crisis that September 11 
brought on all of us, despite anthrax, 
which I believe drove the Senator from 
Iowa and his staff out of their office in 
the Hart Building, the Agriculture 
Committee conducted its hearings, 
marked up a bill, and had it on the 
Senate floor last December so that we 
had 21⁄2 weeks before our break to de-
bate it and pass it and send it on to 
conference with the House. If we had 
done that expeditiously at the very be-
ginning, we would have had that bill in 
conference. It could have been 
conferenced and signed by the Presi-
dent Christmas Eve or before. 

Instead, some would not permit that 
to happen. We, Senator DASCHLE, the 
majority leader, tried three times to 
invoke cloture. Three times we had the 
majority of the Senators voting to do 
so but we could not get the 60 votes 
necessary. 

So we left. We came back, just before 
the time of the President’s State of the 
Union, without having passed a farm 
bill. So now I am hearing from people 

who voted against cloture in December 
three times, who delayed it by 5 weeks, 
that somehow it is somebody else’s 
fault that we did not have a bill in 
March or February. 

We could have had a bill, we should 
have had a bill, and they ought to take 
responsibility. To come back today or 
yesterday and say that it is somehow 
the chairman’s fault or somebody else’s 
fault, I think is irresponsible. 

We have a bill that fortunately is 
well worth waiting for. It did not have 
to be waited for, but it was really well 
worth it in terms of the State of Min-
nesota. 

I inquire of the Chair how much more 
time I have available. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 10 minutes. 

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the chairman yield to me an 
additional 4 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 4 additional 
minutes to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. 

Mr. DAYTON. This is a tremendous 
bill for Minnesota, and on behalf of our 
farmers I thank Senator HARKIN. I 
want to pay tribute to my colleague 
Senator WELLSTONE who had a huge 
role in this. He has had a longtime 
friendship with the committee chair-
man. I see his fingerprints, his hard 
work, and his effectiveness in the Sen-
ate all over the bill that went out of 
the Senate committee, the bill that 
was passed on this floor and has now 
been incorporated into the conference 
report. 

There was an article yesterday in the 
St. Paul Pioneer Press, one of our lead-
ing newspapers, that said, by an inde-
pendent analysis, the bill would bring 
$1.16 billion a year into the Minnesota 
economy. That is a huge increase in 
dollars coming out of the agricultural 
sector of our State and into our entire 
State economy. That means school dis-
tricts, that means city budgets, that 
means church contributions, that 
means so much in the lifeblood of Min-
nesota that will be increased and im-
proved as a result of this bill. I want to 
pay tribute to Senator WELLSTONE for 
his leadership in bringing that about. 

Would that these dollars would come 
out of market prices. I believe as this 
bill unfolds with the counter-cyclical 
aspect to it, and some of the other fea-
tures, that more of this bill will be paid 
for in the marketplace, not out of tax 
revenues. As I say, though, without it, 
frankly, there would not be any farms 
in Minnesota for anybody to be sup-
porting. 

As others have said, in terms of con-
servation, another one of the chair-
man’s initiatives, in terms of energy, 
combined with the energy bill which 
was passed in the Senate, the funds 
that are going now in the initiatives 
for biofuels, for ethanol, for soy diesel, 
and other products, which I am con-
vinced over the next 10 to 20 years is 
going to be essential to this Nation 
weaning itself from complete reliance 
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on oil-based fuels, it is tremendously 
important. This bill and the energy bill 
combined will lead us into that direc-
tion. 

In the area of dairy, Senator HARKIN, 
and Senator LEAHY from Vermont, 
have succeeded in accomplishing some-
thing that I think dairy producers in 
America would have thought here-
tofore was truly impossible, and that is 
to create one market for the entire 
country, to make available across the 
Nation the same terms, the same pric-
ing supports, the same formula for 
price support levels from the Federal 
Government. That has not existed in 
the 16-plus years of Federal dairy pol-
icy and that is an extraordinary ac-
complishment in itself. 

This bill is not perfect, as others 
have said, but it is awfully good. It is 
so much better than what it is replac-
ing, and given the conditions which it 
is stepping in to replace, to be picking 
at a penny here or a day or a week of 
something, when this bill is in place 
and, yes—when this bill is fully in 
place, Minnesotans in terms of prices 
for soybeans, for wheat, for dairy are 
going to be so much better off than 
they would have been if present law 
had been continued. 

I, again, thank the chairman of the 
committee. I urge my colleagues to do 
as I will do, which is to vote in favor of 
this conference report. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to yield 15 min-
utes off of the time of Senator LUGAR 
to the Senator from Nebraska, Mr. 
HAGEL. At the completion of the state-
ment of Senator HAGEL, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senator from 
Missouri, Mrs. CARNAHAN, be recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. HAGEL. Madam President, I rise 

in opposition to the conference report 
accompanying the farm bill. 

When the current farm bill debate 
began more than two years ago, agri-
culture leaders and Members of Con-
gress said a new approach and a new 
policy was needed to face the chal-
lenges of a new century. The farm bill 
we debate today is not a new approach, 
nor is it a new policy, but rather it is 
a step backward into an antique farm 
policy of more government command 
and control. 

This bill could have been a good farm 
bill had it incorporated some of the in-
novative ideas that had been put for-
ward—farmers savings accounts; more 
focus on farmer income support 
through direct, decoupled payments; a 
more significant role for rural develop-
ment; giving USDA the ability to re-
view environmental and endangered 
species legislation; initiatives and safe-
guards to keep our farm program trade 
compliant with international trade 
laws; expanded crop insurance pro-
grams; and real payment limits. 

Instead, we have been presented with 
an election-year document whose glar-
ing shortcomings far outweigh its vir-
tues. This bill will continue to expand 
a policy that ensures commodity prices 
will drop lower and remain low, and 
that land prices and rents will continue 
to go up. As one farmer in Nebraska 
wrote me yesterday, ‘‘This farm bill is 
the same old thing, and will do nothing 
to reverse the trend of fewer and fewer 
farmers on the land. The number of 
farmers in Nebraska under the age of 35 
is fading fast. The status quo rep-
resented by this bill will not help, and 
we do not have a lot of time to change 
things.’’ 

As another constituent of mine said, 
‘‘This bill will not help farmers—it will 
only help bushels, bales and pounds.’’ 
It focuses on incentives for more pro-
duction—whether the market wants it 
or not. 

There are positive provisions in this 
Report. It contains a modest energy 
title, which promotes renewable fuel. It 
substantially increases funding for con-
servation programs. And it does not 
contain programs that purchase local 
water rights with federal funds. But 
the negatives vastly outweigh the 
positives. 

Of the many problems with this farm 
bill, one of the most serious is the lack 
of real payment limits. Currently, two- 
thirds of all federal payments go to 10 
percent of the recipients—the largest 
operators and landowners. These lop-
sided payments encourage and sub-
sidize overproduction; drive up land 
prices, land values and rentals; and 
allow large farm operations to outbid 
and buy up smaller and mid-sized pro-
ducers with taxpayer dollars. 

The payment limits in the Senate 
farm bill were completely gutted by 
the Conferees, despite having passed 
the Senate with 66 votes, and the House 
with 265 votes. 

Without real payment limits, this 
farm bill will not only widen the dis-
parity gap between small and large 
farmers, it will make it much more dif-
ficult in the future to gain support 
from non-rural Members of Congress. 
Without real payment limits, we risk 
derailing public support for the entire 
farm program in the future. 

The farm bill should not be welfare 
for small farmers. But Government 
should not be financing the demise of 
the family farm. There is no justifica-
tion for unlimited government pay-
ments. 

Furthermore, we cannot overlook the 
effects this farm bill will have on the 
cost of farmland. Unlimited govern-
ment payments will only encourage 
large farm operations and wealthy, ab-
sentee landowners to buy more ground, 
no matter how low the commodity 
prices drop. 

The Omaha World Herald recently re-
ported that Nebraska farmland values 
increased by 17 percent last year, de-
spite 2001 being one of the worst years 
on record for crop prices. The USDA re-
ports that nearly a quarter of current 

farmland value is due to government 
payments. 

Yet, in many cases, the people who 
actually farm the land do not benefit 
from higher land prices. Nearly half of 
U.S. farmers rent at least some of their 
farm ground. For these farmers, this 
bill means they will be faced with even 
higher cash rents. 

No farm bill is perfect. But this one 
has enough problems that we will be 
modifying it soon. One of the big ques-
tion marks is this bill’s timing. The 
new farm program will go into effect 
this growing season—covering the 2002 
crop. 

That means while farmers are in the 
fields tending to this year’s crops, they 
will also have to worry about updating 
their yields and acres, and doing other 
necessary paperwork to be eligible for 
the new program’s fixed payments, 
loan rates and counter-cyclical pay-
ments. This is bad timing and will cre-
ate massive confusion for farmers. 

The Senate should have seriously 
considered Senator ROBERTS’ emer-
gency assistance bill, which would have 
provided farmers with a real and in-
stant safety net this year. Under the 
new farm bill, it will take four checks 
and more than a year for producers to 
get what they would have received 
right away from a supplemental meas-
ure. 

Also, by relying heavily on increased 
loan rates and moving away from pay-
ments not tied to production—price 
support instead of income support, this 
farm bill does not provide much of a 
‘‘safety net’’ for those farmers who fail 
to produce a crop. That is a very im-
portant detail considering the severe 
drought in many parts of the country— 
including much of western Nebraska. 

They are calling this bill the ‘‘Farm 
Security and Rural Investment Act.’’ 
That is a bit misleading. 

Of the $73.5 billion in new farm bill 
spending over the next decade, only 
$870 million—about 1 percent will go to 
rural development. Compared to the 
Senate-passed farm bill, this farm bill 
cuts rural development in half. That 
means phasing-down or completely 
eliminating important programs—like 
value-added projects for farmers that 
would help restore competition in the 
marketplace; rural business grants; 
and high-speed Internet access for 
rural areas. This is a serious short-
changing of rural America, especially 
considering that even before the bill 
becomes law, it is estimated to run at 
least $9 billion over budget. 

Consider that in Nebraska, 61 of 93 
counties have lost at least 10 percent of 
their population since 1980. Nationally, 
556 rural counties have lost 10 percent 
or more of their residents. A sensible, 
relevant and visionary farm policy 
would provide a better balance between 
commodity support and rural invest-
ment than what is now in this bill. 

Soon after the Senate farm bill 
passed, Senator BYRON DORGAN of 
North Dakota and I introduced the 
‘‘New Homestead Economic Oppor-
tunity Act.’’ This legislation, quite 
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simply, would attract individuals and 
businesses back to rural areas that 
have been devastated by the restruc-
turing of agriculture. Our bill would 
encourage young people to live and 
work in rural areas suffering popu-
lation loss. It would create real incen-
tives for new home and business con-
struction, while protecting the value of 
existing homes. This is the type of leg-
islation that should be a key part of 
any agricultural policy aimed at im-
proving the lives of those who feed our 
nation and the world, to assure those 
next generations feel they have a fu-
ture in agricultural production and 
rural America. 

Another glaring problem of this leg-
islation is that it seriously impairs the 
best hope for American agriculture’s 
long-term viability and vitality—trade. 
America’s ability to create new mar-
kets for its products and compete in 
those markets—is the key to America’s 
future and our competitive position in 
the world. Our relationships with trad-
ing partners are very important to our 
agricultural producers. Exports ac-
count for 25 percent of gross cash sales 
for U.S. farmers and livestock pro-
ducers—a projected total of $57 billion 
for this year. 

This report should have included 
Senator GRASSLEY’s trade amendment, 
which would have helped us avoid po-
tential trade problems, which this bill 
will surely bring, while causing signifi-
cant problems in our trade relation-
ships. 

This farm bill takes us back down 
the dark road of tired, old farm policy. 
It is a glorified carbon copy of market- 
distorting legislation that will accel-
erate the vicious cycle of overproduc-
tion, low crop prices and soaring land 
values. Is this where we want U.S. agri-
culture to be six years from now? Is 
this the best way to improve America’s 
agricultural competitiveness? 

We can do better—we should have 
done better. I believe we will be forced 
to do better before this six-year farm 
bill expires. That means we could be re-
visiting this issue before six years is 
up. 

There are many other gaping holes in 
this bill. The Senate’s ban on packer 
ownership of livestock was stripped, 
without even a study to replace it. 
Farmers Savings Accounts was com-
pletely ignored. And by omitting the 
Senate farm bill’s Cuban trade provi-
sion, which would have allowed private 
financing for food and medicine, this 
bill punishes U.S. agriculture by adher-
ing to the counter-productive strategy 
of using food as a weapon. 

The work ethic of our agriculture 
producers is the best in the world. 
America’s farmers and ranchers 
produce the highest quality agricul-
tural goods in the world. As a Nebras-
kan and as an American, I am proud of 
that effort and record. American agri-
culture can compete in the world mar-
kets. This farm bill should be allowing 
U.S. producers the opportunity to com-
pete and succeed not holding them 

back and placing blockades in front of 
them. 

This conference report is the result 
of election year politics at its worst— 
unimaginative legislation that throws 
money at complex problems requiring 
more than just additional dollars. The 
winners will be large agribusiness, big 
landowners and large farm operations. 

This bill will pass the Senate, as it 
has passed the House. We will need to 
come back and fix it one of these days. 
Maybe then, we will get it right. How-
ever, there is not much margin of error 
left—time and markets are not on our 
side. 

I would hope my colleagues think 
about the consequences of this legisla-
tion. This is the wrong farm policy, at 
the worst possible time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REED). Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Missouri is recognized for 
up to 15 minutes. 

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, the 
farm bill conference report we are con-
sidering today is good for American ag-
riculture. Historically, what has been 
good for American agriculture has been 
good for America. 

I raised my family on a farm in rural 
America. I have traveled throughout 
rural Missouri for many years. I be-
lieve rural America’s future can be 
limitless if we make the proper invest-
ments now. Because our farmers feed 
the world, the destiny of our Nation 
and rural America are intertwined. 

It troubles me to see our rural com-
munities struggle to compete in the 
21st century. Too often dwindling popu-
lations and lack of opportunity leave 
our rural communities contemplating a 
future much different from their proud 
past. Many youth leave and do not re-
turn to their family farms or family 
businesses, the communities that gen-
erations before them had called home. 
Those who determine to remain and 
farm the land deserve a safety net for 
their labors, and they have not had one 
for the past 6 years. 

We have told rural America that help 
is on the way. Here it is at last. The 
farm bill conference report will play a 
large role in helping rural America and 
American agriculture to reach its full 
potential. The strong commodity title 
will give our entire agricultural indus-
try a degree of certainty when making 
business decisions, and it will provide 
additional support for farmers when 
times are lean. 

This farm bill’s strong energy and 
rural development titles will help our 
farmers add value to their products, 
while decreasing our reliance on for-
eign oil. I have visited many innova-
tive Missouri farmers who now are 
forming new-generation cooperatives 
for ethanol production. Their efforts 
help us create sustainable jobs in rural 
areas. This farm bill places our reli-
ance less on the Middle East and more 
on the Middle West. 

The rural development title provides 
our communities with more opportuni-
ties to enhance basic services such as 

fire protection, wastewater and drink-
ing water programs, and much needed 
rural business investment programs. 

I am also pleased this bill commits 
$100 million toward broadband access, 
to improve telecommunications in un-
derserved areas. It is important that 
those who live, work, and raise families 
in rural areas have access to the tech-
nology of the 21st century. 

Missouri is the confluence of Amer-
ican agriculture. Parts of northern 
Missouri resemble the Great Plains. 
Southeast Missouri’s agriculture has 
much in common with the Deep South. 
Missouri ranks second nationally in 
the number of farms in the State and 
second in beef cattle production. We 
rank among the top 10 in production of 
soybeans, corn, rice, cotton, and hay. 
Farmers and business people all across 
Missouri support this farm bill because 
it is fair to all segments of our agri-
culture industry. A farm bill that is eq-
uitable to Missouri’s diverse agricul-
tural base is fair to the Nation. 

I joined my colleagues from States 
with traditionally southern crops in 
urging the conferees to produce a com-
promise that is fair to all regions. 
Southern crops, namely rice and cotton 
in my State, are highly capital inten-
sive. Family farmers growing these 
crops would not be competitive if the 
payment limitations provisions were to 
stand as passed in the Senate. The pay-
ment limitations compromise will pre-
serve the viability of Missouri’s rice 
and cotton producers while denying 
benefits to millionaires and others 
whom farm prices are not intended to 
benefit. I commend the farm bill con-
ferees for producing a fair compromise. 
I also commend Senator HARKIN and 
Senator DASCHLE for their outstanding 
leadership. 

Agriculture and a vibrant rural econ-
omy are critical to my State and to the 
entire Nation. I will be pleased to vote 
for the farm bill that I sincerely be-
lieve marks a new beginning for Amer-
ican agriculture. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota, after which I ask unanimous 
consent, if there is no one on the oppo-
site side who shows up, that the Sen-
ator from Montana be recognized for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to support and discuss the new 
farm bill, the Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002, legislation the 
Senate will send to President Bush for 
his signature. This new farm bill is not 
perfect. If this farm bill contained all 
of the initiatives I helped include in 
the Senate-passed bill, it could have 
been more beneficial to South Dakota 
agriculture, which generated $17 billion 
in economic activity in 2000 to South 
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Dakota’s economy, approximately 
twice that of the second largest indus-
try in my state. However, overall, it is 
a modest step in the right direction. I 
have advocated for the passage and im-
plementation of a new farm bill since 
the inadequacies of the current pro-
gram were revealed in 1997, a time 
when a significant drop in crop prices 
eventually developed into a longer- 
term price crisis. Therefore, I look for-
ward to the President signing this im-
portant legislation and anticipate the 
United States Department of Agri-
culture, USDA, will take seriously 
their job to implement the new farm 
bill in a timely manner. I hope that 
USDA can administer the new bill for 
the 2002 crop year. I will work with 
USDA to make sure South Dakota’s 
farmers and ranchers are treated fairly 
and appropriately under the new farm 
bill. 

I wish to take this opportunity to 
thank my friend and colleague, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, for his enduring leader-
ship and tireless work to finalize the 
farm bill. From day one, he has been 
determined to pass legislation that 
would benefit America’s family farm-
ers and ranchers. Additionally, I com-
mend Senate Agriculture Committee 
Chairman HARKIN for his persistence in 
shepherding this complex farm bill and 
reaching a compromise with our House 
colleagues in the conference com-
mittee, despite the substantial policy 
differences between the Senate and 
House bills. From the beginning of the 
farm bill process, Senator HARKIN lis-
tened to my concerns, included my ini-
tiatives for South Dakota’s farmers 
and ranchers in the Senate bill, and re-
sisted many efforts by the special in-
terests to remove these important re-
forms from the final bill. I thank as 
well, Brian Jennings, from my Senate 
staff, for his excellent work on this 
bill. 

Most importantly, however, I am 
pleased that we finally have a farm bill 
for South Dakota’s agricultural pro-
ducers, who have been busy with 
fieldwork and preparations for the 2002 
crop year. Indeed, South Dakota’s win-
ter wheat crop has long-emerged from 
dormancy, winter wheat harvest will 
begin in the South within days, and my 
State’s farmers have planted much of 
the spring wheat crop and other small 
grains already. Row crop seeding is un-
derway in South Dakota, with over ten 
percent of the corn crop in-the-ground, 
and soybean and sunflower planting 
will begin soon. Last year, South Da-
kota farmers produced 370 million 
bushels of corn and approximately 140 
million bushels of soybeans, making us 
the nation’s eighth largest producer of 
those commodities. Additionally, 
South Dakota ranks second in the na-
tion as a producer of sunflowers, 
flaxseed, hay, and proso millet, and 
we’re within the top 10 States in wheat 
production. Obviously, it is critical 
that we act quickly to move this legis-
lation to the President’s desk, allow 
USDA to begin implementation, and 

let South Dakota producers know how 
the legislation will affect their oper-
ations. 

Americans are the envy of the world 
because we enjoy the most affordable 
and the safest food, spending only 10 
percent of our household income on 
groceries. Yet today, our agricultural 
producers receive about half the price 
for crops they pocketed 6 years ago. In 
some cases, production costs exceed 
farm income. Furthermore, inclement 
weather has destroyed crop and forage 
production, while meatpacker con-
centration, the strength of the U.S. 
dollar, and unfair trade agreements 
have contributed to the demise of inde-
pendent producers. Without policy 
changes to provide a much needed 
booster-shot to the farm economy, 
USDA estimates that net farm income 
in 2002 could drop 20 percent, its lowest 
level since the 1980s farm crisis. With-
out a new farm bill, our Nation would 
be unable to provide economic security 
to farmers, enjoy environmental bene-
fits, and maintain food security and af-
fordability. I am hopeful the passage of 
the Farm Security and Rural Invest-
ment Act will help forestall the eco-
nomic decline in rural America and 
help farmers, ranchers, and rural com-
munities return to prosperity and 
growth. 

South Dakota’s farmers and ranchers 
have made it clear to me that they 
want to derive income from the mar-
ketplace, not the government. For that 
to happen, Congress must mend the in-
come safety-net and restore fair com-
petition to agricultural markets. That 
is why I worked hard in the Senate 
months ago to include many meaning-
ful provisions in the farm bill, provi-
sions that were priority-items for 
South Dakota producers. A number of 
my initiatives were included the final 
bill in some form, while others were 
dismissed by the House conferees and 
stripped from this farm bill. In sum-
mary, this farm bill meets most, but 
not all, of the objectives I set out to 
accomplish when we began to develop 
and write the bill last year. Namely, 
this bill secures the income safety-net 
for farmers, restores modest market 
competition for livestock producers, 
greatly increases our commitment to 
conservation, devotes more assistance 
to value-added agriculture and rural 
development, and focuses new atten-
tion to home-grown energy solutions. 
Mr. President, this bill provides mean-
ingful reform in farm policy, and I’m 
pleased with a number of provisions. 

First, the farm bill contains language 
from S. 280, the Consumer Right-to- 
Know Act, legislation I sponsored to 
require country-of-origin labeling for 
beef, lamb, pork, fruits, vegetables, 
fish, and peanuts. Despite strong oppo-
sition from the Bush administration, 
the meatpackers, and other special in-
terests, we prevailed in this effort that 
I have worked on since I was in the 
House of Representatives. In fact, my 
first meat labeling bill was introduced 
in 1992, 10 years ago. Western South 

Dakota cow-calf ranchers will be proud 
to know that the standard for ‘‘U.S. 
beef’’ under my provision will require 
it to come from cattle born, raised, and 
slaughtered in the United States, de-
spite a last-minute campaign by oppo-
nents to allow foreign cattle to qualify 
as U.S. beef. Although the labeling pro-
gram must first undergo a 2-year vol-
untary implementation period, con-
sumers will eventually be able to select 
meat and other food products by their 
country-of-origin at grocery stores. 
While the House-passed farm bill mere-
ly covered fruits and vegetables, the 
Senate-passed bill included an amend-
ment I worked on with Senator 
WELLSTONE to cover meat and other 
products. The conference committee 
nearly prevented the labeling of meat 
because it was not in the House farm 
bill, but, I am pleased that we over-
came their opposition. I want to ex-
press my heartfelt gratitude to all of 
the South Dakota farm organizations 
for supporting this legislation. Fur-
thermore, I wish to commend the na-
tional farm and consumer groups that 
helped lead the way on this effort, in-
cluding, the National Farmers Union, 
the American Farm Bureau, R–CALF 
USA, the Consumer Federation of 
America, the National Consumers 
League, and a host of others too nu-
merous to mention. In fact, over 200 or-
ganizations in the U.S. have written 
me in support of this provision. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter 
from the National Farmers Union re-
garding the passage of country-of-ori-
gin labeling in the farm bill. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 2002. 

Hon. TIM JOHNSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: On behalf of the 
300,000 family farm and ranch members of 
the National Farmers Union (NFU), I write 
to commend you for your leadership and 
your tireless efforts to enact policies that 
benefit our nation’s independent producers. 

NFU enthusiastically congratulates you on 
your success in the inclusion of mandatory 
country of origin labeling for fresh produce 
and meat products in the conference-agreed 
farm bill. Unequivocally, this is a hard-won 
and a hard earned victory for our producers, 
growers and consumers. We greatly appre-
ciate your steadfast determination in the 
face of sizable opposition to carry through in 
conference the provisions of your original 
bill that require products receiving a U.S. 
label must be ‘‘born, raised, and slaugh-
tered’’ in the U.S. 

NFU lauds your assiduous efforts to enact 
a prohibition of packer ownership of live-
stock. You were the first Senator to intro-
duce the packer ban as stand-alone legisla-
tion. And you were a leader in the fight as 
your legislation gained considerable atten-
tion during the farm bill debate, drawing as 
many supporters from the countryside as op-
ponents in agribusiness. While the large 
meat packers and agribusiness were able to 
obstruct the packer ban from being included 
in the final version of the farm bill, we know 
the issue remains a priority as both the 
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House and the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee Chairmen have stated they will hold 
hearings. Likewise, the tremendous grass-
roots support for a ban on packer ownership 
continues to grow. 

NFU, again, congratulates your success for 
country of origin labeling. We look forward 
to working with you in enacting the packer 
ban provision as well as other legislation 
that increases competition and transparency 
in agricultural markets. You are champion 
to family farm and ranchers across the coun-
try. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID FREDERICKSON, 

President. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, com-
modity programs in the new farm bill 
will furnish America’s farmers with 
three features to secure the farm in-
come safety-net. These commodity pro-
grams will maintain the planting flexi-
bility so popular under the current pro-
gram, but, they will also provide more 
predictable support when prices are 
low. First, the farm bill will continue 
the practice of providing farmers of 
program crops with marketing assist-
ance loans or loan deficiency pay-
ments, LDPs, to help them market 
their crops and manage price risk. 
These 9-month non-recourse loans pro-
vide farmers with the necessary sup-
port to make market-based decisions. 
Second, the farm bill will also continue 
to provide de-coupled direct, or fixed, 
payments to farmers regardless of price 
or production. The 1996 farm bill first 
introduced these direct payments, 
known as AMTA or production flexi-
bility contract payments. Finally, the 
farm bill will complement these two 
payment features with a new counter- 
cyclical payment program to provide 
additional support when crop prices 
fall below profitable levels. These new 
counter-cyclical payments will also be 
de-coupled in a sense, because they’re 
not directly tied to what a farmer 
plants. I am hopeful the revisions made 
to commodity programs will help re-
store and strengthen the safety-net for 
our agricultural producers. 

South Dakota farmers will be pleased 
to know that for the first time since 
1981, the farm bill will include a signifi-
cant increase in loan rates which are 
the basis for marketing assistance 
loans and LDPs. I believe that increas-
ing loan rates is one of the best ways 
to mend the farm income safety-net. 
First, loan rates are tied to actual pro-
duction, instead of decoupled like di-
rect and the new counter-cyclical pay-
ments. Second, marketing loans are 
available at harvest, when prices are 
historically the lowest during a crop 
year. Third, marketing loans or LDPs 
are paid on 100 percent of production, 
not a partial percentage. Fourth, the 
loans go to actual producers who raise 
crops, rather than absentee landlords. I 
am also pleased that producers of 
honey and wool in South Dakota will 
benefit from the inclusion of mar-
keting loans for their products. This is 
important because South Dakota is the 
Nation’s fourth largest honey and 
sheep producer. Finally, I would note 
that for the very first time, cold season 

legumes such as chickpeas, peas, and 
lentils will receive marketing assist-
ance loan support. The inclusion of 
these so-called pulse crops in the mar-
keting loan program is similar to S. 
977, legislation that I cosponsored to 
provide for marketing loans and LDPs 
for pulse crops. Cold season legumes 
are gaining in popularity in South Da-
kota, and I am pleased to help provide 
certainty for farmers wishing to plant 
them. 

Individual farmer crop-yields used to 
calculate support under the direct and 
counter-cyclical payment programs are 
critical to South Dakota’s farmers be-
cause our yields have dramatically im-
proved in recent years. Despite strong 
opposition from the House, the new 
farm bill will reward South Dakota 
farmers for their productivity with a 
modest yield update permitted for new 
counter-cyclical payments. This is 
good news for farmers in my State be-
cause yields have increased signifi-
cantly since the 1981–85 period, a time 
frame used to base direct payments 
under the House farm bill and AMTA 
payments under the 1996 farm bill. For 
instance, according to the South Da-
kota Farm Service Agency, the House 
bill would base payments on a 64 bush-
el-per-acre corn yield, but the Senate 
bill would account for a modern-day 108 
bushel-per-acre corn crop, a 44-bushel 
increase to reflect realities in corn pro-
duction. A corn farmer from Brown 
County, SD, called my office just yes-
terday to note that his yields are re-
markably better than the levels set in 
the House-passed farm bill. Moreover, 
the House farm bill would base wheat 
payments on a 24 bushel-per-acre wheat 
yield, yet most wheat farmers in South 
Dakota produce wheat crops yielding 
approximately 36 bushels-to-the-acre 
today. Wheat producers in Stanley 
County would agree that given a 
choice, they’d rather operate under the 
rules of the Senate bill which rewards 
them for yield improvements. The final 
agreement will allow farmers to use 
updated and proven yields from the 
last four years and apply a 93.5-percent 
factor to that updated yield for their 
counter-cyclical payments. While the 
new counter-cyclical payments may be 
made based upon these updated yields, 
the fact that the House forced the con-
ference committee to not update yields 
for direct payments is a significant and 
costly problem that will take money 
out the pockets of South Dakota farm-
ers and continue to provide the bulk of 
direct payments to large cotton and 
rice operations in the South. According 
to calculations by the South Dakota 
Farm Service Agency, if the final farm 
bill had rewarded farmers by allowing 
them to prove-up modern-day yields to 
base direct payments, as the Senate 
bill did, then these payments to South 
Dakota producers would have doubled 
from $135 million to $271 million per 
year. While ordinary observers may not 
think a yield update is a crucial ele-
ment in the farm bill, consider the fol-
lowing. If the new farm bill froze crop 

yields at levels in the House bill, farm-
ers in South Dakota would be forced to 
use yield data nearly 30 years old by 
the time this farm bill expires, mean-
ing young farmers may be using data 
older than they are to calculate price 
support. 

I am very pleased that under the new 
farm bill conservation programs will 
experience the most significant 
amount of funding ever in a farm bill, 
an 80-percent increase over current lev-
els. I believe farm programs should 
place more emphasis on conservation 
initiatives that benefit crop farmers, 
livestock producers, and American tax-
payers, who realize tangible benefits 
from clean air, clean water, and more 
wildlife habitat. I fought to increase 
our investment in conservation be-
cause I desire to help farmers keep 
lands in working condition while pro-
tecting our soil, water, and habitat. 
The most popular conservation pro-
gram, the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram, CRP, will be expanded from 36.4 
to 39.2 million acres under the new 
farm bill. I am pleased to note that the 
Farmable Wetlands Program, the Con-
servation Security Program, the new 
Grasslands Reserve Program, and a 
new-and-improved Environmental 
Quality Incentives Program, EQIP, will 
all be in the final farm bill as well. In-
clusion of the Farmable Wetlands pro-
gram is modeled after the pilot legisla-
tion I authored in 2000, S. 2980, the Con-
servation of Farmable Wetlands Act. 
The continuation of this program will 
ensure farmable wetlands are eligible 
for enrollment in the Conservation Se-
curity Program Chairman HARKIN in-
cluded in the farm bill is similar to S. 
932, the Conservation Security Act that 
Senator HARKIN and I sponsored. These 
programs provide a positive contribu-
tion to the stability of our delicate 
ecosystem, while providing landowners 
and producers adequate incentives to 
participate. It is also important to 
note that if the United States is plan-
ning to continue working within the 
World Trade Organization conservation 
programs provide so-called green pay-
ments to producers that do not violate 
spending limitations established by the 
WTO. 

I worked with Chairman Harkin in 
developing the new and innovative idea 
for an ‘‘energy title’’ in the Senate 
farm bill because it’s time to recognize 
that U.S. farmers and ranchers can 
help develop home-grown solutions to 
energy problems. While the House- 
passed farm bill did not include this en-
ergy title, the final farm bill will con-
tain one for the very first time. It will 
launch a number of new initiatives, in-
cluding a biobased products purchasing 
requirement for Federal agencies if the 
products are comparable in price, per-
formance, and availability to tradi-
tional products. The farm bill will also 
establish a new program to educate 
consumers about the benefits of bio- 
diesel use. Moreover, the energy title 
will provide grants and loans to farm-
ers, ranchers and rural small busi-
nesses for renewable energy systems 
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and energy efficiency improvements, 
and, a complementary grant and loan 
program is established so that farmers, 
ranchers, and rural small businesses 
can purchase renewable energy systems 
and make energy efficiency improve-
ments. Importantly, the bill will pro-
vide $204 million over 6 years for the 
Bio-Energy Program, similar to S. 1960, 
the Bio-based Energy Incentives Act of 
2002 that I cosponsored. My provision 
in the farm bill will reimburse existing 
and new ethanol and biodiesel facilities 
for using commodities to produce re-
newable fuels. A total of 42 ethanol 
plants and 12 bio-diesel facilities in 19 
States received payments under this 
program last year. Ethanol plants such 
as Heartland Grains Fuels in Huron 
and Aberdeen, Broin’s in Scotland, and 
Dakota Energy in Wentworth were 
South Dakota’s recipients. This year, 
three new ethanol projects in Milbank, 
Watertown, and Rosholt, SD, are 
poised to collectively produce nearly 
100 million gallons of ethanol. Because 
my legislation was included in the 
final farm bill, they will benefit from 
this incredible program. 

Agriculture is entering an exciting 
new dimension with value-added pro-
duction and processing, and I have 
fought to ensure the energy and rural 
development titles of the farm bill will 
collectively help South Dakota create 
more success stories in value-added ag-
riculture. When agricultural producers 
capture a more significant share of 
profits by adding value to their com-
modities or livestock before they are 
sold, it’s called value-added agri-
culture. South Dakota has quickly be-
come a leader in ethanol production, 
and given the number of projects oper-
ating in the state or at various plan-
ning stages, we’re poised to produce 
over 200 million gallons annually. A 
typical 40 million gallon ethanol plant 
in South Dakota will provide a new 
market for nearly 15 million bushels of 
corn, provide jobs and over $1 million 
in annual payroll, and help South Da-
kota farmers become part-owners of 
the United States’ energy supply. The 
new farm bill may help create several 
of these ethanol plants, which will 
multiply the financial benefits and put 
thousands of South Dakota farmers in 
a better economic condition. South Da-
kotans are working hard to create a 
new value-added agriculture sector be-
yond our growing ethanol industry, in-
cluding projects such as soybean proc-
essing, dairy cooperatives, beef and 
pork marketing co-ops, and venture 
capital initiatives. From the fledgling 
Dakota Value Capture Co-op in Sully 
County to the existing South Dakota 
Soybean Processors plant in Volga, 
farmers will be able to capitalize upon 
the assistance in this bill to become 
price setters rather than price takers. 

A recent study by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics shows that farmers 
and ranchers are expected to lose 
328,000 jobs over the next ten years, 
more than any other sector of the 
economy. Given this startling forecast, 

the attention this farm bill places on 
rural development and job growth is 
critical to the future of rural States 
such as South Dakota. The farm bill 
contains a rural development title 
which will help foster positive results 
for communities and rural citizens. I 
am very pleased the Value Added Agri-
cultural Market Development Grants 
program will receive a total of $240 
million—$40 million annually—to pro-
vide crucial grant assistance to value- 
added agriculture ventures. While the 
funding level for this program was $75 
million annually in the Senate bill, it’s 
important to keep it in the farm bill. 
Another benefit of this rural develop-
ment title is the establishment of the 
Northern Great Plains regional author-
ity, as provided for in S. 1681, my legis-
lation to re-authorize the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Au-
thority. As a result, South Dakota is 
one of five States that will have access 
to $30 million per fiscal year to provide 
grants to States in the Northern Great 
Plains Authority for projects including 
transportation and telecommunication 
infrastructure projects, business devel-
opment and entrepreneurship, and job 
training. 

Also, for the first time, the farm bill 
will help provide $80 million for rural 
citizens to access local television sta-
tions via satellite. This program pro-
vides loan guarantees to launch sat-
ellite systems that provide critical and 
timely news and weather to rural resi-
dents via their satellite. The LOCAL 
TV Act and loan guarantee begun be-
cause of legislation I sponsored in 2000, 
S. 2097, the Satellite Home Viewer Act. 
We also must strive to bridge the dig-
ital divide, and the inclusion of $100 
million for broadband service will 
allow rural citizens to receive high- 
speed, quality broadband service. 

As an original co-sponsor of S. 1111, I 
am very pleased to report to South Da-
kotans that a new National Rural De-
velopment Partnership Act was in-
cluded as a part of the rural develop-
ment title as well. I believe it is impor-
tant for local coordination to be a part 
of the larger national strategy to en-
hance rural development. The entire 
State of South Dakota is considered 
rural, and in many places it is criti-
cally depressed. Through this new pro-
gram, rural economic development ef-
forts will utilize the expertise of Fed-
eral agency officials and dedicated 
local officials. Too often, the facilita-
tion and implementation of rural de-
velopment initiatives does not reach 
its full potential because of the lack of 
local participation. The primary goal 
of this new program is to engage in 
meaningful conversions that will allow 
for the greatest success of all rural de-
velopment initiatives. South Dakota 
will be a true benefactor of the new Na-
tional Rural Development Partnership, 
and I am honored to have been a part 
of its establishment. 

The farm bill is not only supportive 
of crop farmers and rural communities, 
it also authorizes essential nutrition 

and food assistance programs. I am 
pleased that a provision of mine was 
included that will essentially save 
school lunch programs all over the 
country $100 million over the next 2 
years. S. 1179, the Emergency Com-
modity Distribution Act, is my legisla-
tion included in the farm bill to fix the 
way that commodities are calculated 
for the school lunch program. While 
not large in overall budget terms, this 
fix contained in my legislation and the 
final farm bill will result in important 
stability for South Dakota and nation-
wide school lunch programs. Moreover, 
the farm bill continues the great 
progress made by the McGovern-Dole 
Global Food for Education Initiative, a 
program that I helped create by serv-
ing as an original co-sponsor of S. 1036, 
the bill that codified the incredible 
idea former Senators McGovern and 
Dole had for an international food for 
education and child nutrition program. 
Finally, the nutrition title will restore 
Food Stamp Program benefits for all 
legal immigrants who have lived in the 
United States for at least 5 years, and 
the immediate restoration of food 
stamp benefits to legal immigrant chil-
dren and the disabled. This provision 
was a bipartisan endeavor, with Presi-
dent Bush helping to lead the way for 
this reform. 

I am also pleased the farm bill will 
re-authorize farm lending programs 
and provide greater access to credit for 
beginning farmers and ranchers. Under 
the final bill, USDA will increase its 
share of down payment loans for begin-
ning farmers and extend the term of 
the loans. Additionally, the bill will 
furnish $1.3 billion over 6 years for re-
search programs such as those success-
fully carried out by land-grant colleges 
like South Dakota State University. 

Also of interest to South Dakota is 
the creation of a new national dairy 
program, to replace the controversial 
compacts that divided dairy farmers 
between regions of the country. This is 
critical for new dairy operations in 
eastern South Dakota, and dairy proc-
essing facilities such as the new cheese 
plant hoping to begin operations near 
Lake Norden. In addition to extending 
the very important dairy price support 
program at $9.90 per hundredweight, 
the farm bill creates a new counter-cy-
clical program that will provide assist-
ance to farmers when the price of milk 
falls below $16.94 per hundredweight. 
We in the Upper Midwest have argued 
over the years that all dairy farmers 
should be treated the same regardless 
of the end use of their milk and I am 
pleased that this bill supports that po-
sition. 

Despite these and other farm policy 
improvements, special interests pre-
vailed upon the House conferees to 
eliminate a number of important ini-
tiatives from the final farm bill. As a 
result, Mr. President, I am very dis-
appointed that the final farm bill may 
result in long-term problems for rural 
America. 

First, the farm bill won’t include my 
‘‘Johnson Amendment’’ to ban packer 
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ownership of livestock. The opposition 
from the House conferees and packer- 
apologists was overwhelming according 
to Senator DASCHLE and others on the 
conference committee. In the end, it 
appears the fact that the House did 
nothing on this topic resulted in it’s 
defeat in the conference committee. 
The Johnson amendment to ban packer 
ownership of slaughter livestock and 
the new ‘‘Competition Title’’ were nec-
essary because the national food indus-
try continues to grow economically 
while independent livestock producers 
receive a small share of the consumer 
food dollar. Horizontal and vertical in-
tegration have tipped the balance of 
market power in favor of major 
meatpacking firms at the expense of 
family-sized livestock producers. While 
the Competition Title was narrowly de-
feated in the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, we conquered well-funded oppo-
sition twice during Senate consider-
ation of the farm bill and added my 
packer ownership provision to the Sen-
ate bill. Many livestock producers in 
South Dakota told me that the packer 
ownership ban was one of the most im-
portant farm bill items. Despite bipar-
tisan Senate support and an affirma-
tive vote by Senate farm bill conferees 
the House of Representatives unani-
mously objected and the provision was 
stripped from the final farm bill. While 
the opponents of making livestock 
markets more competitive are prob-
ably celebrating the defeat of my John-
son amendment in the farm bill con-
ference, it’s critical that Congress 
demonstrate leadership and a willing-
ness to act on this issue in a timely 
manner. I have already written Chair-
man HARKIN to call for hearings in the 
Senate Agriculture Committee to in-
vestigate problems in the marketplace 
and to once again pass my packer own-
ership ban. I wish to thank the many 
South Dakota farm and ranch organi-
zations that provided real leadership 
on this issue, along with the Organiza-
tion for Competitive Markets and Sen-
ator GRASSLEY. Together, we will con-
tinue the fight. 

While my country-of-origin labeling 
bill was included in the final farm bill, 
the provision to prevent USDA quality 
grades from being applied to foreign 
beef and lamb was left on the cutting 
room floor. It’s discouraging to South 
Dakota’s cattle and sheep ranchers 
that their high-quality meat has to 
compete with foreign beef and lamb 
which is camouflaged with a USDA 
choice or prime seal. I vow to continue 
to fight for a change that will only 
allow USDA quality grades on domes-
tic beef and lamb. 

Also, the House insisted on changes 
to the payment limits provision I co-
sponsored in the Senate that virtually 
render the payment limits meaning-
less. The new farm bill weakens what 
are already flawed payment limita-
tions and may provide a larger share of 
payments to the Nation’s mega-farms 
than any other farm bill in history. 
While the overall limit was reduced 

from the House level in the conference 
committee—the House limit was 
$560,000 and Senate was $275,000 the in-
clusion of the ‘‘triple entity rule’’ will 
allow large farms to double their 
$180,000 payment to $360,000. Further-
more, the farm bill imposes no real 
limit on gains from marketing assist-
ance loans because large farms can re-
ceive unlimited marketing loan gains 
through use of generic certificates. The 
Center for Rural Affairs has estimated 
that a 25,000-acre California cotton 
farm would receive $8.4 million, thanks 
to the meaningless limits in this bill. 
While the bill was debated on the Sen-
ate floor, an overwhelming majority 
approved the Dorgan-Grassley-Johnson 
amendment to forestall large corporate 
farms from receiving these huge gov-
ernment subsidies at the expense of 
family farm operations. Yet the House 
provision contained virtually no limits 
on these payments. The integrity of 
this bill and future farm legislation is 
dependent upon common sense limita-
tions. We cannot expect the American 
taxpayer to continue subsidizing cor-
porate farms who take advantage of 
programs that are intended to assist 
small family farmers. I was pleased to 
see that the language includes a $2.5 
million adjusted gross income cap on 
eligibility for participation in farm 
programs and that some level of trans-
parency will be included. Hopefully, 
this will shed light on those operations 
abusing the program. A new commis-
sion will also be established to study 
and make recommendations regarding 
farm program payment limitations and 
the impact of payment limit policy 
changes on farm income, land values 
and agribusiness infrastructures. I vow 
to continue working with groups such 
as the Center for Rural Affairs and 
Senators GRASSLEY and DORGAN to ad-
dress this issue in the future. 

Finally, the White House and House 
opposition to the $2.4 billion in emer-
gency aid for the 2001 crop year led to 
its defeat in the final bill. I cospon-
sored Senator BAUCUS’ amendment to 
include this important disaster aid in 
the Senate farm bill because several 
agricultural producers in South Da-
kota experienced weather-related dis-
asters that damaged crop and forage 
production last year. In fact, 13 coun-
ties in western and central South Da-
kota have been declared a drought dis-
aster by USDA, and yet the Senate lan-
guage to include this timely assistance 
was killed. Congress has provided ad 
hoc disaster assistance to farmers since 
1998, but, without this provision, we 
will have disregarded losses occurring 
in 2001. I am hopeful we can identify 
ways to include this necessary disaster 
funding in another bill. 

I cannot talk about this farm bill 
without publicly thanking the mem-
bers of my staff who have worked so 
hard on this legislation for many 
months. I can confidently say that the 
Senate version of the farm bill, and ul-
timately this conference report, would 
not have been as good as it was without 

the efforts of my Legislative Assistant 
for agriculture issues, Brian Jennings. 
Brian’s tireless effort for many 
months, and frankly over most of the 
past 3 years, was a major factor in my 
country of origin labeling provision 
being adopted by the full Senate and 
then included in the conference report 
as I have referred to earlier. And it was 
with Brian’s help that my amendment 
to ban packer ownership of livestock 
was adopted by the Senate. The long 
days, nights and even many weekends 
that Brian has worked during consider-
ation of this farm bill have paid off in 
many of the positive improvements 
this farm bill makes over the current 
farm bill passed in 1996. Brian has 
worked closely with Senator DASCHLE’s 
staff, Senator HARKIN’s Agriculture 
Committee staff, and staff from Sen-
ator’s who serve on the Agriculture 
Committee on both sides of the aisle. I 
also want to commend those staff 
members as well, as the Senate would 
simply not be able to function without 
the dedication and true public service 
provided by all of our staff members. 

Brian has worked on agriculture 
issues as a member of my staff since 
1998, and he has been instrumental in 
the success my office has had in fight-
ing for South Dakota’s family farmers 
and ranchers. And for those who know 
Brian, this comes as no surprise. He 
grew up working on his family’s ranch 
in Stanley County, SD, near Ft. Pierre, 
and his first-hand understanding of 
family farmers and ranchers in South 
Dakota is in part what makes him such 
an outstanding and effective advocate 
for all family farmers and ranchers 
here in the Nation’s Capital. Brian’s 
parents, Keith and Patti Jennings, 
should be very proud of Brian, as his 
upbringing by them on the Jennings’ 
Ranch is the main reason he has been 
such an effective and strong advocate 
for South Dakota’s farm and ranch 
families. 

I also want to thank Sharon 
Stroschein of my Aberdeen, SD, staff, 
and Katy Ziegler of my Washington, 
DC staff. Sharon and her husband 
Larry Stroschein operate their family 
farm near Mansfield, SD, in Spink 
County. Sharon is one of my original 
South Dakota staff members after I 
was elected to the House of Represent-
atives in 1986. Her first-hand knowledge 
and understanding of South Dakota ag-
riculture have been invaluable to me 
over the years as I do my best to rep-
resent South Dakota in the United 
States Senate. Katy Ziegler grew up on 
a farm in Minnesota, and although she 
only joined my Washington staff last 
year, her farm background has also 
helped her to provide critical insights 
on many issues that have been helpful 
to me and members of my staff during 
consideration of the farm bill. 

I will conclude my statement by say-
ing that while a farm bill is not a cure- 
all, the new farm bill should be a long- 
term economic stimulus package for 
family farmers, ranchers and rural 
communities. Whether you support or 
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oppose this farm bill, it’s important to 
pause and determine whether the bill 
will provide a greater optimism about 
what family-farm agriculture will look 
like in the future. In some ways, I be-
lieve this farm bill will indeed create a 
brighter future for family farmers and 
ranchers, but without more meaningful 
reforms to meatpacker concentration 
and payment limitations, I am uncer-
tain whether the long-term result will 
be as favorable as what is necessary to 
keep independent producers on the 
land. 

According to a preliminary analysis 
by the Food and Agricultural Policy 
Research Institute, the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act will provide 
South Dakota farmers with an increase 
of approximately $200 million in bene-
fits over the current farm bill for the 
2002 crop year. Moreover, after passage 
of the House farm bill last year, FAPRI 
determined that South Dakota farmers 
would receive the second lowest per-
centage increase in payments under 
the House farm bill among all 50 states. 
Therefore, despite this bill’s short-
comings, it is certainly better for 
South Dakota than the current farm 
bill and the House-passed version, 
which catered to mega-farm agri-
culture and agri-business. 

In the final analysis, independent 
farmers and ranchers in our free-enter-
prise democracy deserve the oppor-
tunity to make a living from the com-
modities they produce in fair and com-
petitive markets. I will continue to 
fight in the Senate to provide that op-
portunity and reduce the obscene mar-
ket power that is becoming all too 
common in crop and livestock mar-
kets. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Montana is recognized for up to 10 min-
utes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I speak today on a matter that 
touches the lives of every single Mon-
tanan. We have experienced 4 years 
straight in a row of ongoing drought 
conditions. 

I rise today not to oppose the farm 
bill conference—I support it—but, rath-
er, to express my extreme disappoint-
ment that a natural disaster assistance 
provision which would provide real 
help to American family farmers suf-
fering from drought is not included in 
the conference report. 

Not too long ago, I, along with Sen-
ator ENZI, offered a bipartisan amend-
ment to the Senate farm bill that 
passed by an overwhelming 69 votes. 
That amendment provided funding for 
the Crop Disaster Program and for the 
Livestock Assistance Program. 

This is not an idle matter. There are 
some from some States in the country 
who may not appreciate the gravity of 
the situation we face in the West. It is 
severe. Our Nation’s agricultural pro-
ducers are holding their breath, par-
ticularly in my State of Montana. I 
was at home over the weekend. You 
could feel it. 

They want to know if this agricul-
tural disaster is going to be in the farm 
bill. They care about the farm bill. 
They care much more about whether 
agricultural disaster assistance is or is 
not included; that is, the agricultural 
disaster assistance for last year, 2001, 
where the crops were devastated. As I 
mentioned, it is 1 of 4 years in a row of 
drought. 

Let me be clear. Without this assist-
ance provision in the farm bill, it real-
ly won’t matter very much because 
farms are going to go under. We are 
talking about saving long-time family 
farmers and long-time ranchers whose 
generations have been farming. They 
just want to make a living. 

On March 28 of this year, Agriculture 
Secretary Veneman declared the entire 
State of Montana a drought disaster. 
This drought designation came 2 
months earlier than the designation in 
the previous year of 2001 and 8 months 
earlier than the same designation in 
the year 2000. 

While our State picture is dire, it is 
even worse in some of the individual 
communities. It is bad enough state-
wide, but in some areas it is just des-
perate. 

In May of 1930, the Knees Weather 
Station, which is approximately 30 
miles from Brady, MT, located in the 
central part of our State, registered 
1.17 inches of precipitation. That is 
May 1930, the Dust Bowl years—1.17 
inches. In May of last year, the year 
for which drought disaster assistance is 
so desperately needed, the same station 
registered 0.16 inches of precipitation— 
about 10 times less than the 1.17 in the 
1930s. 

I want to graphically show you what 
drought is doing to my State. These 
pictures are courtesy of the Great Falls 
Tribune which has been chronicling 
this drought for a good period of time. 
This is the Golden Triangle, the so- 
called breadbasket of our State. I have 
gone out many times into the fields 
and kicked the soil. It is bone dry. 
There is nothing there. I have talked to 
ranchers and farmers in farm forums in 
Shelby, Havre, and Conrad, where the 
drought is drying up hope, closing 
down businesses, and forcing bankers 
to close their lines of credit. It is just 
getting worse. 

These pictures show the problem. 
Some old-timers say it reminds them 
of the Dust Bowl days in the 1930s. 

This picture shows Mark Peterson. 
Mark is a very good farmer. He farms 
just north of Havre of Hill County. In 
this picture, he is taking a core sample 
of soil to look at the moisture in the 
field he is seeding. This is what Mark 
said: 

In the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, you 
couldn’t do anything wrong. Farming was 
fun. Right now it’s hell. 

This picture shows the moisture con-
tent. He goes down for the soil sample. 
It is not just the surface, but the sub-
surface soil content. It is lower than he 
has ever seen. 

Here is what the Great Falls Tribune 
wrote, which is one of the largest pa-
pers in our State: 

Experts are predicting a harvest more dis-
astrous than last year’s record-low winter 
wheat crop. Instead of admiring their seed-
lings this spring, farmers in north-central 
Montana’s Golden Triangle are watching 
their topsoil swirl away in the wind. As dust 
storms blow down Main Street, agriculture- 
businesses are talking about layoffs and 
bankers are running out of slack for debt- 
ridden farm families. 

Congress has yet to pass a disaster pay-
ment to cover last year’s failed crops. Many 
producers are banking on the money to pay 
off last year’s operating loans. Without the 
Federal assistance and a decent harvest, 2002 
could be the end of the line for some pro-
ducers. 

This photo shows Mark Peterson 
seeding winter wheat north of Havre. 
This picture does not do justice to the 
problem. 

I was home last weekend. This is dust 
blowing all across the highway, which 
is 20 or 30 miles south of where this pic-
ture was taken. I couldn’t believe it. I 
have seen nothing like this. 

This next picture is a photo that 
shows a Liberty County employee. 

Liberty County is supposed to be a 
very large wheat-producing area in our 
State. What is Al Green, a Liberty 
County employee, doing? He is clearing 
a culvert that is supposed to carry 
water. It is carrying dust. The culvert 
is being filled with topsoil. You can 
barely see the culvert. In fact, he had 
to dig it out; otherwise, the culvert 
would be full of soil from the blowing 
dust. 

Here is a another example. This chart 
shows a makeshift fence just south of 
Chester in Liberty County. That is also 
in the north-central part of Montana. I 
was there a short while ago. I walked 
out in the fields. It pulls at your heart. 
It is so sad, so tragic to see there is 
nothing there, to see people not mak-
ing it. The soil just crumbles in your 
fingers. 

As you can see, here are the fences. 
This fence is about 31⁄2 to 4 feet high. 
Why is it there? The farmer is trying 
to desperately save topsoil from blow-
ing away. Clearly, you can’t keep top-
soil from blowing away unless you have 
a crop, unless you have moisture. But 
in this case, it is gone. He is losing his 
topsoil. 

The unrelenting drought in my State 
has brought economic hardship not 
only to agricultural producers but to 
very widespread areas of the State. In 
1996—just a few years ago—the year be-
fore the 4-year drought kicked in, Mon-
tana received $847 million in cash re-
ceipts from wheat sales. In 2001, 4 years 
into the drought, we received not $847 
million but $317 million in cash re-
ceipts. That is a 62-percent decline. 
Why? Drought. 

It is true a lot of farmers have crop 
insurance. That is a critical risk man-
agement tool widely used by Montana 
producers. But, unfortunately, crop in-
surance coverage declines during con-
secutive years of drought because a de-
cline in actual production history 
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means your coverage is less. That is 
the way the law is written. It is a vi-
cious circle. So the producers maintain 
their insurance, but they have crop in-
surance that provides virtually laugh-
able coverage. 

Agriculture is about 50 percent of 
Montana’s economy. It is the backbone 
of our State. The drought affects not 
only farmers and ranchers, it is felt 
throughout the rural communities. It 
means a loss of jobs. Small businesses 
are forced to close their doors. 

For example, in the first 3 months of 
2002, feed sales were down about 20 per-
cent. That is an indication that there 
are fewer livestock in the area. 

Take Fort Benton, an average-sized 
agricultural community. About 80 per-
cent of Fort Benton’s businesses are 
agriculture related. Clearly, producers 
are suffering. The town suffers. Those 
who sell agricultural equipment—for 
example tractor dealers—close their 
doors. 

Here is a farmer I would like you to 
listen to: Dale Schuler, past president 
of the Montana Grain Growers, and a 
farmer in Chouteau County, MT. He es-
timated nearly 2,000 square miles of 
crop in his area of central Montana 
have gone unharvested. So 2,000 square 
miles, in a part of Montana which usu-
ally produces tremendous wheat yields, 
has gone unharvested. That is about 
equal to the area of your State. An 
area the size of your State has gone 
unharvested in Montana. The entire 
State has gone unharvested. 

As Dale said: 
Farmers and our families haven’t had the 

means to repay our operating loans, let 
alone buy inputs to plant the crop for the 
coming year. Chouteau County is the largest 
farming county in Montana. And yet our last 
farm equipment dealer [in the community] 
had no choice but to close his doors. Our 
local co-op closed its tire shop. One farm fuel 
supplier quit. And the fertilizer dealers and 
grain elevators are laying off workers. I be-
lieve that we are set to see a mass exodus 
from Montana that has not been seen since 
the Great Depression of the 1930s. 

I have talked to a lot of farmers in 
this area. I asked them to honestly 
compare this situation to the 1930s. 
Their answer was, ‘‘worse.’’ These are 
honest people. I asked them, why? 
They said, because during the 1930s, 
there was 1 year in between the 
drought years where it rained. There 
was moisture. And so some could hang 
on. We have not had that interval year 
of moisture. It has been consecutive. 
So when it does rain now a little bit, 
were it to rain this year, it sinks down. 
The moisture just keeps going down. It 
does not stay in the topsoil. 

Our creeks and lakes are drying up. 
They are gone. 

Some people are wondering: Gee, 
haven’t we all passed a big farm bill? 
Doesn’t that help? The answer is that 
it does help. It is there to mitigate 
against future agriculture disaster as-
sistance payments. That is one point of 
the farm program. But it does not help 
Montana farmers or other farmers in 
the Nation. 

For last year, 2001, there was no farm 
bill that made any sense whatsoever, 
there were no payments that made any 
sense to farmers, and crop insurance 
didn’t work, for the reasons I men-
tioned. And this is not just in my State 
of Montana. 

Mr. President, I wonder if you saw 
last Friday’s New York Times, the 
front page. There was a photograph of 
the drought in the West. It was not 
Montana; it was another State. It was 
the same situation but in other States. 
There was a photograph very similar to 
this one I have in the Chamber. It was 
on the front page of the New York 
Times last Friday. I encourage you to 
look at it. 

One final point. We in the Congress 
have helped New York in times of des-
perate tragedy. We came to the rescue 
of New York, as we should have, and as 
we did, without reservation. It was the 
right thing to do. We are one country. 
We also have come to the aid and as-
sistance of other needs in this country. 
There are lots of different examples. I 
could think of flooding in America. We 
have come to help out in that regard. 
It is very important. 

Here is another disaster we are fac-
ing. I know Senators from urban States 
do not quite understand it, just like we 
from the western States do not fully 
appreciate the devastation of New 
York City. But we are here together. 
We have helped New York. We will con-
tinue to help areas in distress. 

I urge my colleagues to remember, 
we are one Nation. In our part of the 
country, the north-central States des-
perately need help. A good example of 
that, this is a map of January of this 
year. The red indicates severe drought. 
So it is not just Montana, but it is also 
Wyoming. 

I ask unanimous consent to speak for 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Montana and Idaho and 
Wyoming are shown on the map in red, 
which means severe. But also look at 
parts of Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, and 
New Mexico, look at the eastern sea-
board, and these yellow areas, which 
are areas that are strained. We all 
know that since January—actually, 
this is dated December 8, 2001, to Janu-
ary 10, 2002—it has been worse. A little 
intermittent moisture here and there, 
but it is worse. 

So I say to my colleagues, I support 
the conference report to the farm bill. 
I deeply regret that the other body did 
not agree to include agricultural dis-
aster assistance in the bill, even 
though it was adopted in the Senate 
with 69 votes. 

I pledge to my people in Montana 
that I am going to use every ounce of 
energy at my command to get agricul-
tural disaster assistance legislation 
passed this year, because our people so 
desperately need it. 

I urge my colleagues to sit back and 
listen and be supportive of what we 
need so much in our part of the coun-
try. 

I thank the Chair and thank my good 
friend, the Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am 
going to yield some time from Senator 
LUGAR’s time to Senator VOINOVICH in 
a moment. 

I thank the Senator from Montana, 
first, for being a valuable member of 
our Agriculture Committee, and thank 
him for all of his hard work and his 
input in developing this farm bill. 

The Senator from Montana is cor-
rect. He did succeed in putting in in 
the committee this emergency funding 
which not only helped Montana but all 
these other parts of the country. We 
kept it here in the Senate. We went to 
conference, but we were told in the 
conference that both the administra-
tion and the House opposed it in the 
farm bill. So, therefore, we were not 
able to keep it as we came out of con-
ference. 

We were told that if we were to come 
up with an emergency package, that 
would be different, that they would 
support that outside of the regular 
farm bill. 

I assure the Senator from Montana, 
as soon as this farm bill is over with, 
that as the chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee, I will try to bring 
our committee together, hopefully, as 
early as next week, to, once again, 
mark up an emergency disaster relief 
bill and to get it on the floor as soon as 
possible. 

The Senator from Montana is right. 
When we have a hurricane that hits 
Florida, if we have a tornado that hits 
Oklahoma or Iowa, we come in with 
emergency disaster assistance. The 
drought that hit these areas of the 
country that the Senator from Mon-
tana spoke about is the same as a hur-
ricane, tornado, or fire. It is a disaster 
that we, as a nation, should respond to 
with emergency funding. I assure the 
Senator from Montana, we are going to 
do everything we can to make sure we 
do that. 

Mr. BAUCUS. If the Senator will 
yield, I very much thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee. He has put in such long 
hours to get a good agriculture bill 
passed and working through the con-
ference. It is above and beyond the call 
of duty. 

I thank the Senator very much for 
his indication of holding a hearing soon 
in the Agriculture Committee and re-
porting out a bill that gets disaster as-
sistance to the people in our State. 

Mr. HARKIN. We have had the hear-
ings. We just need to mark it up. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I appreciate the chair-
man helping out. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
15 minutes off the Senator’s time to 
Senator VOINOVICH. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
rise today as a friend of agriculture 
from one of our Nation’s leading agri-
culture States to oppose the farm bill 
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conference report currently before us. 
It is too expensive, doesn’t help those 
it claims to help, refuses to acknowl-
edge the other priorities and challenges 
currently facing our nation, and will 
only worsen the problems with over-
production which it seeks to remedy. 

According to the most recent num-
bers from CBO, this bill authorizes at 
least $180 billion in mandatory spend-
ing over the next 10 years, an $83 bil-
lion increase over existing programs. 
Increases such as this—an 80 percent 
spending boost—are irresponsible dur-
ing times like this and totally ignore 
that we are at war abroad, trying to 
strengthen our homeland defense 
against terrorism and that our econ-
omy is in trouble. When you have a sit-
uation like this you’ve got to set prior-
ities and stick to them, even if they 
force you to make hard choices. 

If Congress approves this conference 
report, it is sending a message to the 
American people that fiscal responsi-
bility no longer matters, although our 
record in the last couple of years 
should give them a clue that we are not 
a fiscally responsible Senate. 

The Cleveland Plain Dealer said it 
best in its editorial yesterday, ‘‘No Re-
publican who votes for [this bill] can 
ever say with a straight face that he or 
she believes in limited government or 
market economics. No Democrat can 
hold that she or he believes in bal-
ancing the budget or preventing run-
away spending.’’ I agree. 

The Senate should not approve this 
bill today, but rather we should send it 
back to the conference committee from 
where it came and we should tell them 
to make the cuts in spending necessary 
to fit this bill into the new reality 
we’re facing in this country. 

I agree with my colleague from Ohio, 
Congressman JOHN BOEHNER, a member 
of the House Agriculture Committee 
who served on the Conference, who said 
last week in a press release, and I 
quote: 

We should pass a supplemental aid bill now 
to help farmers during this year’s crop sea-
son. And once the November elections are 
over—when sound, long-term policy takes 
precedence over Washington politics—we 
should revisit the Farm bill and make the 
right choices for Ohio and the nation. 

I take a back seat to no one in terms 
of my concern for the American farm-
er. I am pleased that I was referred to 
as the ‘‘Ag Governor.’’ When I was Gov-
ernor of Ohio, agribusiness was my 
number one economic development ini-
tiative. Many people—even Ohioans— 
don’t realize that food and agribusiness 
means more than $73 billion to Ohio’s 
economy each year. In fact, one in six 
Ohioans is employed in one aspect of 
agriculture or another. 

Nevertheless, I cannot support this 
conference report, and honestly, I am 
disappointed at the apparent lack of re-
spect some of my colleagues seem to 
have for the American farmer. 

Every farmer worth his salt knows 
that if he or she wants to stay in busi-
ness, they have to be fiscally respon-

sible and make tough choices. Farmers 
are some of the most fiscally dis-
ciplined people in business and they 
know that the United States has to be 
fiscally disciplined as well. They un-
derstand that the farm bill does not 
focus on proper planning and making 
the right choices, but rather ‘‘getting 
while the getting is good.’’ 

This bill dispenses with any lip serv-
ice toward fiscal conservatism and the 
other obligations our Nation now faces 
and plunges full speed ahead with 
spending. It is heedless of Americas na-
tional security needs, and it does noth-
ing to acknowledge the long-term fis-
cal responsibilities of our Nation. In-
stead, this conference report really just 
helps the Nation’s agricultural con-
glomerates receive lots of money from 
the Federal treasury. It’s an enormous 
transfer of wealth. It’s really that sim-
ple. 

Gone are our efforts to let farmers 
operate in a free market economy and 
benefit from their own choices. We’re 
turning our back on the market-ori-
ented philosophy laid out in the 1996 
Freedom to Farm Act which sought to 
wean farmers from large Government 
subsidies. And yes, in a free market 
there will be winners and losers, but 
the free market is what has made this 
country great, and it is what can make 
agriculture thrive if we let it operate 
without Government interference. 

Instead, when the waves of economic 
change get a little rough, Congress 
tries to retreat into the safe harbor of 
Government handouts in the expecta-
tion that it will solve the problem. The 
real truth is, however, that this will 
only worsen the problem. The effect of 
this legislation will be to encourage 
production resulting in commodity sur-
pluses, lower prices, and the need for 
greater government support. 

And I’m not just talking about small 
farmers. The bill includes heightened 
incentives for large agribusinesses to 
overproduce as they seek to maximize 
the Federal subsidies for which they 
are eligible. The result will be con-
tinuing downward pressure on prices 
and continuing calls for emergency 
farm rescue legislation. When will we 
end this cycle and truly set our farm-
ers free to work as they see fit and re-
spond to the changing market with 
their own judgment, skill, and hard 
work? 

The agriculture community in my 
State recognizes this trap and has told 
me that this bill sends the wrong mes-
sage to farmers by encouraging farmers 
to grow for the program and not for the 
market. 

Many of my colleagues constantly 
discuss how this bill so effectively 
meets the needs of America’s small 
farmer. As the Cincinnati Post so elo-
quently responded to that claim in its 
editorial yesterday, ‘‘That is hog-
wash.’’ 

This bill does nothing to help the 
small farmer, but rather penalizes the 
small farmer—the supposed beneficiary 
of this bill. There is no effective pay-

ment cap, which will continue to allow 
large agroindustrial operations to con-
tinue to reap millions of federal dollars 
in subsidies, perhaps using them to buy 
out small family farmers in the end. 

The majority of America’s farms do 
not benefit from Federal subsidies, and 
the formulas created in this bill will 
result in 10 percent of the producers 
getting two-thirds of the money. 

To make matters worse, I was dis-
appointed to read in the Akron Beacon 
Journal that this bill includes a provi-
sion that would protect payments 
made under this program from public 
scrutiny. I believe that it is important 
for the American taxpayer to have ac-
cess to information regarding how 
their tax dollars are spent. 

I also believe that the specific pro-
grams in this farm bill demonstrate 
very little understanding of the broad-
er needs of American taxpayers. It is a 
regional rip-off that includes new pro-
gram payments for sugar, peanut, and 
dairy producers. It also increases the 
payments to large cotton, rice, corn, 
wheat, and soybeans producers. Fi-
nally, it revives programs which were 
terminated in the 1996 Farm bill—the 
honey, wool and mohair payments. 

Additionally, I am concerned that 
this bill could have a devastating effect 
on farm exports. The formula for coun-
tercyclical payments included in this 
bill could place us in jeopardy of vio-
lating our obligations under the World 
Trade Organization and weaken our de-
mands that Europe and other countries 
cut subsidy payments to their agricul-
tural producers. 

The conference report does include a 
mechanism for the Secretary of Agri-
culture to cut off payments if it ap-
pears that we are in danger of violating 
our WTO obligations. Is it reasonable 
to expect that a political appointee 
will have the strength necessary to 
make this decision? 

For that reason alone the Bush ad-
ministration should veto this con-
ference report. 

I have heard many of my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle comment 
that this legislation does not present a 
budget problem because it is within the 
budget parameters outlined in the 
FY2002 Budget Resolution. I disagree. 

The new budgetary outlook argues 
against the bill. 

Late last year, as the Senate began 
debating the farm bill that ultimately 
passed the Senate, Senator KENT CON-
RAD, the chairman of the Senate Budg-
et Committee, who clearly must under-
stand our countrys financial condition, 
said, ‘‘the money is in the budget now. 
If we do not use the money . . . it is 
very likely not going to be available 
next year.’’ He was more prophetic 
than he could have ever imagined. 

When we passed the budget resolu-
tion last year and allocated $83.5 bil-
lion to reauthorize the farm bill, the 
budget outlook appeared much brighter 
than it now does. At that time it 
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looked like we had surpluses as far as 
the eye could see. 

Well, my friends, things have 
changed. 

When we passed the FY2002 Budget 
Resolution we were operating using a 
CBO estimate that said we would have 
a $313 billion surplus in FY2002. How-
ever, as everyone now knows there 
won’t be any surplus this year. Instead, 
there is going to be an enormous def-
icit. 

The public needs to know the facts. 
When you take CBO’s latest budget es-
timates for FY2002, released this past 
March, and you deduct the $51 billion 
cost of the recent economic stimulus 
package, and you subtract the part of 
the $27 billion defense supplemental we 
will pay out this year, and then you 
consider that tax receipts are running 
$50 billion less than expected, you end 
up with at least a $100 billion deficit in 
the current fiscal year. 

Put another way, the budget outlook 
for FY2002 swung by $400 billion in just 
over a year. I remind my colleagues, 
when I talk about a $100 billion budget 
deficit, I am talking about a unified 
budget deficit. In other words, this 
year we are going to borrow the entire 
$163 billion Social Security surplus and 
then go out and spend all of it and then 
on top of that we are going to go out 
into the capital markets and issue $100 
billion of new debt and spend all of 
that. 

Put another way, we are going to 
have to borrow at least $263 billion to 
fund the Government this year. And 
next year it looks just as bad. We are 
on track next year to borrow and spend 
the entire $179 billion Social Security 
and on top of that go out and borrow 
another $100 billion to pay for the oper-
ation of the Federal Government. 

Since there is no surplus this year or 
next year, and I doubt anytime soon, I 
ask my colleagues, from where is the 
money for the farm bill going to come? 
Well, I will tell you from where it is 
going to come. We will borrow it. 

When people come to my office and 
ask for new or additional spending I al-
ways try to point out to them that 
every dollar of new spending is going to 
require us to borrow more money. And 
I ask them, do they think their request 
warrants borrowing money to pay for 
it? It is just that simple. Every addi-
tional dollar of spending we enact puts 
us deeper into debt and requires the 
Treasury to borrow more money. 

And who do you think is going to pay 
off that new debt? Our children and 
grandchildren, that’s who. The burden 
of paying off that debt is going to fall 
to them because it is increasingly clear 
that we are not going to be paying off 
debt anytime soon. 

In fact, this week the Treasury De-
partment is auctioning bonds to raise 
$24 billion in additional money. What is 
telling about this auction is the dura-
tion of some of these bonds being 
issued. They mature in 9 years and 9 
months. 

What that tells me is that the Treas-
ury recognizes that the Federal Gov-

ernment is going to be borrowing 
money for a long time to come. The ac-
tions of the Treasury speak volumes 
about our long-run budget predica-
ment. 

Another illustration of how bad 
things have gotten is the pressing need 
to raise the debt ceiling, which now 
stands at $5.95 trillion. Last year we 
were told that we would not have to 
worry about raising the debt ceiling 
till the end of the decade. 

But now we know that we are going 
to bump into the debt ceiling in a cou-
ple weeks. Again, this illustrates the 
extent of our budget predicament and 
how the situation has changed. 

The budget outlook is bad and bound 
to get worse. The fact is that these re-
cent budget deficits are a systemic 
problem; they are not a cyclical issue 
that will take care of itself. Here is 
why. 

First, the recent and large increases 
in military and homeland defense 
spending are permanent increases. Al-
most all this spending is going to be 
mirrored in future budgets. The need to 
defend the homeland is not going to go 
away any time soon and neither will 
those costs. 

Likewise, increases in defense spend-
ing to rebuild the military involve 
long-term commitments that won’t de-
cline any time soon. My point is that 
neither of these significant expenses is 
cyclical; they are here to stay. 

Second, some people might think a 
surge in economic growth is going to 
bail us out of our budget problems. 
Well, my friends, I want vigorous eco-
nomic growth as much as the next per-
son, but I must point out to my col-
leagues that CBO’s projections already 
assume robust growth. 

In fact, CBO projects that the econ-
omy will grow at 5.4 percent next year. 
This is the same level of economic 
growth as the consensus Blue Chip pri-
vate forecast. My point is that CBO’s 
numbers are based on the assumption 
that the economy is going to experi-
ence robust growth; it’s already built 
into the numbers. 

And the fact is that if the economy 
got going much faster than CBO and 
the private sector project, that would 
probably mean an increase in inflation. 
And we all know what happens when 
we face inflation, or even the threat of 
inflation. The Federal Reserve puts the 
brakes on by raising interest rates. 

Again, my point is that we face the 
prospect of chronic deficits, and the 
economy is not going to bail us out. 
The fact is that we can’t avoid making 
hard choices and prioritizing. If we 
don’t, then we face more farm bills 
down the road, if we can give out this 
type of money with this bill. 

As a Senator who came here to try to 
bring some fiscal discipline to this 
place, I am just dismayed by our com-
plete lack of fiscal responsibility. We 
just spend and spend and spend around 
here like there is no tomorrow. And 
this farm bill is a fine example. As the 
Akron Beacon Journal, wrote in 

straightforward language in a May 7 
editorial, ‘‘This farm bill is really, 
really bad.’’ It’s that simple folks. 

I cannot in good consciousness vote 
for this conference report, and I urge 
my colleagues to join me in opposing 
it. If that fails, I respectfully urge the 
President to veto it. If he doesn’t, and 
we choose to give out this type of 
money with this bill, every other group 
with a concern or problem will come 
before us and say, ‘‘Well, you did it for 
them.’’ And what will our response be? 
We won’t have one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
15 minutes to the Senator from Arkan-
sas, and I ask unanimous consent that 
after her remarks, the Senator from 
Mississippi be recognized for 10 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the farm bill con-
ference report that I believe will help 
rebuild rural America, strengthen our 
rural infrastructure, and reinvigorate 
our rural communities and our main 
street businesses. If there is anyone in 
this body who thinks that is not nec-
essary at this time, I urge them to 
travel to rural America, visit the rural 
communities in their States, to better 
understand the devastation that rural 
America has been going through over 
the past 10 years. 

Many in our country have experi-
enced the benefits of a good economic 
time. Yet in rural America we have not 
seen all of those benefits. This farm 
bill will come to our rescue. It is with 
great relief, after years of struggle 
under the Freedom to Farm debacle, 
that farmers can now hope for a new 
farm bill that will offer them a helping 
hand in growing the safest, most af-
fordable, and most abundant food and 
fiber supply in the world. 

After almost a year of hearings and 
studies, drafting and redrafting, com-
mittee meetings and markups, debates 
and amendments, we have finally ar-
rived at a bill that addresses the many 
needs of the broad and diverse mosaic 
of the American farming and rural life-
style. Like my colleagues on the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee, I entered 
into this fray at the very beginning, 
fighting for a better farm policy than 
the old one, and I have fought all the 
way through this past year up until 
this very moment. With this bill, we 
reach out to virtually every part of 
rural America. We strengthen the safe-
ty net for farmers of major crops in 
every part of the country by adding a 
new countercyclical program to help 
them combat low prices in some of 
their toughest of times and by 
strengthening support for other farm 
production in dairy and specialty 
crops. 

We encourage greater care of our en-
vironment by an 80-percent increase in 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:21 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S08MY2.REC S08MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4007 May 8, 2002 
conservation programs, including the 
establishment of the Conservation Se-
curity Program, which will make for 
better farming practices on land that is 
in production, rather than simply pro-
tecting marginal lands out of produc-
tion. 

As many people in Arkansas know, 
the conservation programs offered 
through this farm bill—the Wetlands 
Reserve Program, Conservation Re-
serve Program, and the new Grassland 
Reserve Program—are all tremen-
dously beneficial not only to our farm-
ing operation, taking marginal land 
out of production and allowing pro-
ducers to refocus their efforts on their 
more productive lands, but they en-
hance the beauty of the environment 
that we as rural Americans all cherish. 

We also provide better support for 
livestock producers in the greater 
funding of the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program. We expand agri-
cultural trade programs to assist our 
farmers in a global marketplace, pro-
viding increased funding for important 
programs, such as food aid, which have 
played an instrumental role in foreign 
relations in the last difficult 8 months. 

To those who complain about wheth-
er or not we have given our full atten-
tion to making sure this bill is WTO 
compliant, I say we have. For those 
who complain about it—particularly 
those from other countries who have 
liked to talk down and talk badly 
about the bill we have come up with— 
are we just going to let them run over 
us or are we going to stand up and say 
we are simply asking for a level play-
ing field for our producers, to be able 
to have their Government support in a 
global economy, just as those other na-
tions have continued to provide their 
producers in this global marketplace? 

We significantly expand the nutrition 
title, making important changes to and 
increasing funding for the Food Stamp 
Program, as well as for emergency food 
assistance. The $6.4 billion in the nutri-
tion title is essential to States such as 
Arkansas, where even though we may 
be unbelievable producers of food prod-
ucts, we still suffer desperately from 
hunger in our children. The school nu-
trition programs, as well as the feeding 
and nutrition programs for our elderly, 
are absolutely essential to show our 
Nation and the rest of the world that 
our producers are not only the best, 
but that our Government is concerned 
about making sure those products get 
to some of the neediest. 

We also improve the soundness and 
reliability of the farm credit system. 

We increased funding for agricultural 
research to assist producers to be even 
more efficient and effective in their 
production. 

This bill provides permanent funding 
for technical assistance programs to 
our Nation’s private forest landowners, 
and we establish a new energy title 
with funding dedicated to renewable re-
sources and biofuel development which 
produces a tremendous amount of bene-
fits: It lessens our dependence on the 

importation of foreign oil, it creates a 
better environment, and it creates an 
additional marketplace for our growers 
and producers to be an effective part of 
lessening our Nation’s dependence on 
foreign oil. 

Together these improvements to our 
new farm policy will help reverse the 
course toward disaster on which rural 
America has been sliding and will put 
our farmers back on the road to finan-
cial recovery and provide hope for the 
future in rural America. 

Of course, whenever Congress re-
writes major authorizing legislation, 
particularly legislation this com-
plicated and varied, there are going to 
be provisions that have different im-
pacts on very different parts of the 
country. So we compromise and put to-
gether the best bill we possibly can, 
one that best responds to the diverse 
needs of our vast country, and that is 
exactly what this bill represents. In 
this respect, I believe this farm bill is 
a great success. 

It is said that success has many fa-
thers, and so, too, does this farm bill. 
It is the product of many people on 
both sides of the aisle and on both sides 
of the Hill. This process has taken us 
all together, including time on the 
Senate floor and in conference, more 
than 5 months already. We have spent 
about 6 or 7 weeks in debate alone. 
Every stone has been turned. Every 
nook and cranny has been looked into. 
Nevertheless, given the enormity of 
this process and the complexity of this 
bill, it is not surprising perhaps that 
some people want to prolong our con-
sideration of this bill, either to return 
this report back to the conference for 
more revision, or simply to prevent the 
passage of any farm bill at all. They do 
not believe our farm producers deserve 
their Government’s support. 

I have spoken on the floor many 
times about the urgent need to pass a 
farm bill. Farmers in my State have al-
ready begun their planting season. 
Many of them were forced to alter 
planting decisions or forego planting 
altogether because they were unable to 
arrange financing with local financial 
institutions which were, in turn, un-
able to extend credit without some 
commitment by Congress to support 
the farmers. 

Those farmers were able to go ahead 
with planting or did so with the expec-
tation that Government support in 
some form would be forthcoming this 
year. And they need that support as 
soon as possible. In other words, Ar-
kansas farmers needed this bill yester-
day, not today and not tomorrow. But 
there are others in this body who want 
to continue to talk about this bill. So 
let me address some of the concerns I 
have heard expressed, particularly per-
haps concerning the payment limita-
tions. 

I have heard many complain that the 
conference report does not retain all of 
the restrictive provisions inserted in 
the Senate bill by the Grassley-Dorgan 
amendment on payment limitations. 

By now everyone knows of my 
unyielding opposition to the Grassley- 
Dorgan payment limitations amend-
ment, and by now everyone has heard 
me or one of my colleagues explain the 
catastrophe the Grassley-Dorgan 
amendment would have unleashed on 
my State and others who grow cotton 
and rice. I am greatly relieved that the 
Grassley-Dorgan amendment was modi-
fied by the conferees because in its 
original form, the amendment would 
have cost my State a little less than 
$400 million in direct losses, and more 
than $1.3 billion in indirect impact. It 
would have affected more than half of 
my cotton farmers and a third of our 
rice farmers. It would have impacted 
entire counties, not just individual 
farmers but also the local bankers, the 
farm supply stores, the corner grocers, 
even local schools and churches as a re-
sult of the significant reductions in 
land values and tax revenues. 

By now, everyone knows of the ut-
terly unfair and disproportionate im-
pact Grassley-Dorgan would have had 
on Southern farmers versus farmers in 
other parts of our country, but this bill 
still provided a compromise on pay-
ment limitations. We went from the 550 
limit in the House, compared to the 275 
limit in the Senate, to 360, which was a 
good compromise. That does not mean 
there will not be people who will be 
hurt or who will be affected by that 360. 
There will be. But it is a reasonable 
compromise that we could reach. 

Why, then, I find myself still asking, 
would other Members of this body from 
large farm States continue to seek the 
bankruptcy of my State’s largest in-
dustry and largest source of employ-
ment? What is it that they think 
Grassley-Dorgan would accomplish 
that would remedy the problems in 
their own areas? 

They say two things: First, they say 
they are trying to prevent large farm-
ers from hogging an unfair share of 
Government subsidies that are then 
used to drive smaller farmers off the 
land. 

Looking back on the debate we have 
had so far, I have had a hard time rec-
onciling this explanation with other 
points that are made. For example, I 
remember hearing that only a small 
portion of farmers would have been af-
fected by this amendment, but if so few 
farmers would be affected, then its im-
pact on land values would also have 
been very limited. 

I am also bothered by something that 
my good friend from Iowa, Senator 
GRASSLEY, mentioned during his floor 
statement on the subject yesterday. I 
have deep respect and appreciation for 
Senator GRASSLEY and have enjoyed 
working with him on a multitude of 
issues, but I could not disagree with 
him more strongly, more vehemently 
than I do on this particular issue. I sus-
pect that our disagreement is driven by 
the harsh disproportionate effect his 
payment limits amendment would have 
on my State compared to his. 

Senator GRASSLEY described the con-
ference report as something that 
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should make cotton and rice farmers 
happy and something that would make 
Iowa farmers unhappy, ostensibly be-
cause his payment limitation amend-
ment had been moderated by the con-
ference. But given that my State con-
sists largely of cotton and rice farmers 
and his State has none of either, it 
really sounds like a concession, per-
haps, that the amendment would have 
had a disproportionate effect on Arkan-
sas. 

What, by implication, is the alter-
native? That he would be happy only if 
cotton and rice farmers were not? I do 
not believe that is the case, truly. Or 
that the interest of my farmers in my 
State are opposite to the interest of 
the farmers in his State? I do not be-
lieve that either. I reject that. I reject 
that categorically. 

It used to be that farm policy was 
written with the interest of all farmers 
in mind, and that is exactly what our 
chairman and the other members of the 
conference committee have tried to do. 
It is unfortunate that so many people 
have abandoned the notion that legis-
lators from across the country should 
recognize their shared interests and 
work together to write farm policy 
that is beneficial for all. 

Any problems this farm policy may 
eventually have are likely to be due to 
the collapse of this farm coalition 
among States. I hope we learn from 
this experience the next time we have 
to write major farm legislation. 

Senator GRASSLEY’s statement also 
raises another question in my mind: 
How would undercutting cotton and 
rice farmers in Arkansas, or anywhere 
else for that matter, help corn and soy-
bean growers in a part of the country 
where cotton and rice are not grown? 
How would that help moderate rising 
land values in Iowa? 

The answer on both counts is that it 
would not. Slashing the value of the in-
dustry in my State would do nothing to 
help the farm industry in Iowa. If any-
thing, driving cotton and rice out of 
Arkansas would actually hurt corn 
growers because farmland in Arkansas 
would eventually be dedicated to corn 
production which would simply drive 
down the price of corn and hurt corn 
farmers everywhere. 

The second argument I have heard 
from proponents of the Grassley-Dor-
gan amendment is that we must try to 
prevent so much money going to big 
agribusiness and giant corporate farm 
entities. They refer to generic certifi-
cates in disparaging terms, such as 
‘‘loophole.’’ This is our emergency dis-
aster system which is only applied 
when prices are at their rock bottom 
and input costs are at their ultimate 
high on our capital intensive crops. 

Also, it should be noted that the Ar-
kansas entities most cited as examples 
of giant corporate agribusiness are rice 
cooperatives which process rice for 
thousands of rice farmers from Arkan-
sas and surrounding States. The sup-
port these cooperatives receive is sim-
ply passed on to their member farmers. 

It is incorrect to suggest Riceland 
Foods in Stuttgart, AR, is pocketing 
tens of millions of dollars when, in 
fact, Riceland is paying that money 
out to thousands of its member farm-
ers. 

It should be noted that these co-
operatives enhance their marketing le-
verage and, by relation, the marketing 
leverage for their farmers through the 
use of generic certificates. They pool 
all of the production and market the 
collected rice to customers around the 
country and around the world as need-
ed. 

Generic certificates allow them to do 
this. Otherwise, without effective use 
of those certificates, the cooperatives 
would be unable to pool member pro-
duction and would have to erect paper 
walls between each member’s contribu-
tions so they could be sure no one 
farmer received marketing loan sup-
port on an amount of rice that would 
put him over some arbitrary payment 
limit. 

Burdening the co-op with such re-
quirements would defeat the purpose of 
creating a cooperative in the first 
place; that is, to enhance the proc-
essing and marketing power of the co- 
op members, those individual family 
farmers. 

Again, what, by implication, is the 
alternative? That the cooperative in 
Stuttgart, AR—Riceland Foods— 
should not have been established? That 
it should not be able to serve its mem-
bers as a cooperative? 

Well, that is exactly what is implied 
by the expressions of shock that such 
an entity as Riceland Foods would re-
ceive so much in farm supports. 

I would bet many of the Members of 
this body, and also of the House, who 
have cited the amount of support sent 
to rice as an example of why stricter 
payment limits are needed are also 
many of the same Members who have 
voted time and again to encourage the 
development of cooperatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes, at least. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have other Senators 
lined up who have 2:30 appointments. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I will be very quick. 
Mr. HARKIN. I yield 30 seconds. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for 30 seconds. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. I add my com-

pliments to the chairman of this great 
committee, also to our majority lead-
er, Senator DASCHLE, as well as the 
other members of the conference com-
mittee who have worked so hard. 

I am very proud of the incredible im-
provements and increased technology 
that our American farmers have ac-
complished over the past 20th century 
and I think this bill complements that. 
Our producers grow the safest, most 
abundant and affordable food and fiber 
anywhere. They do it under some of the 
strictest environmental regulations 
and rules and with great pride and ap-
preciation for their environment. 

The American people enjoy a safely 
grown food supply for which they pay 
less than any other country in the 
world. I am proud to support this bill, 
and I am more than proud to support 
the American producer and the Amer-
ican farm family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 

for a unanimous consent request? 
Mr. COCHRAN. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. The Senator from Mis-

sissippi, under the previous order, has 
10 minutes. I ask unanimous consent 
that after he finishes, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. SANTORUM, be recog-
nized for 10 minutes off of Senator 
LUGAR’s time, and Senator HUTCHISON 
of Texas be recognized for 10 minutes 
off of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, writ-

ing this new farm bill was a very dif-
ficult challenge. I am very pleased our 
conference committee has now com-
pleted its work and the legislation now 
in the form of a conference report has 
been approved by the other body and is 
now before the Senate. 

It is a bill that has the support of 
President Bush. This is the statement 
by the President that was issued on 
May 2, which I will read. 

I congratulate Chairman Combest and the 
other House and Senate conferees for a job 
well done in completing the Farm Security 
and Rural Development Act of 2002. I am 
pleased that the compromise agreement on 
the farm bill resulted in better balanced 
commodity loan rates, spending that is no 
longer frontloaded, and the strongest con-
servation provisions of any farm bill ever 
passed by Congress. The final provisions of 
the farm bill are also consistent with Amer-
ica’s international trade obligations, which 
will strengthen our ability to open foreign 
markets for American farm products. While 
this compromise agreement did not satisfy 
all of my objectives, I am pleased that this 
farm bill provides a generous and reliable 
safety net for our Nation’s farmers and 
ranchers and is consistent with the prin-
ciples I outlined. I thank the conferees for 
their hard work and urge Congress to send 
the farm bill to my desk promptly for signa-
ture, to help ensure the immediate and long- 
term vitality of our farm economy. 

One of the primary objectives of the 
new farm legislation should be to im-
prove the predictability and effective-
ness of the financial safety net avail-
able to farmers. This bill does that. 
Farmers across the Nation will now be 
able to make better management deci-
sions for their farm operations. This 
farm bill will continue the marketing 
loan program and provide farmers with 
a newly designed target price mecha-
nism to stabilize and make more pre-
dictable the level of Government sup-
port when market prices are low. The 
target price will remain constant 
throughout the 6-year life of this farm 
program. 

Farmers have requested that the new 
farm bill allow for updated crop base 
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acres and crop payment yields. This 
bill does that. It provides producers 
with the option to update both base 
acres and payment yields. By updating 
base acres and yield, the makeup of 
farm operations will be determined by 
recent planting history as opposed to 
outdated records from the 1980s. 

This bill will protect more of our nat-
ural resources by increasing the num-
ber of acres eligible for enrollment in 
conservation programs. The Conserva-
tion Reserve Program acreage cap is 
increased from 36.4 million acres to 39.2 
million acres. The Wetlands Reserve 
Program acreage cap is increased from 
just over 1 million acres to 2.75 million 
acres. The Wildlife Habitat Incentives 
Program is authorized at $700 million 
over the life of this farm bill, compared 
with $50 million under current law. 

The Environmental Quality Incen-
tives Program, which provides cost- 
share assistance to the livestock indus-
try to comply with environmental reg-
ulations, is increased from $1.3 billion 
in the 1996 farm bill to $9 billion over 
the life of this bill. 

This bill also authorizes programs to 
increase our market access in other 
countries for both commodities and 
value-added products. 

The nutrition title contains in-
creased Federal support for school food 
programs. Free and reduced priced 
meals will help students nationwide do 
a better job in the classroom. The bill 
not only provides funding for the 
School Lunch Program, it establishes a 
pilot program to provide school chil-
dren with fresh fruits and vegetables. 

The rural development title of the 
bill will enable rural communities to 
receive high-speed broadband services. 

The conference committee also noted 
the large backlog in waste and water 
assistance programs at the Department 
of Agriculture. The bill authorizes 
funds to eliminate this backlog of 
pending applications for grants and 
loans. That will greatly assist rural 
communities, some of which are facing 
emergency drinking water shortages. 

A Rural Business Investment Pro-
gram also authorized in this bill will 
provide loan guarantees for new and 
better job opportunities in rural com-
munities. If the Senate does not adopt 
this conference agreement, the Con-
gress will be forced to consider yet an-
other ad hoc financial assistance pack-
age for agriculture that could result in 
billions of dollars of additional emer-
gency spending without providing 
farmers a dependable agricultural pol-
icy for the future. 

I thank the members of our staff who 
worked so hard in our conference com-
mittee to bring about the result that 
we achieved. Especially, I wish to men-
tion Chuck Connor, who represented 
the President, the administration, at 
our conference meetings. He was avail-
able to answer questions and assist 
with information that we needed. Hunt 
Shipman, who represented Secretary 
Ann Veneman, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, did an outstanding job pro-

viding assistance to the members of 
the conference committee. I want to 
mention Mary Waters, who also is an 
assistant to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, who was very helpful to us all. 
And members of my personal staff, 
Hunter Moorhead, who is my agricul-
tural legislative assistant, worked long 
and hard nights and weekends, for 
many months, to help put this legisla-
tive package together. He did a truly 
outstanding job; my chief of staff, 
Mark Keenum, who had previously 
filled that role, also provided very val-
uable and helpful information, insight, 
and assistance, along with one of my 
newer staff members, Emily Brunini, 
who recently joined our staff. For their 
services and assistance, I am particu-
larly grateful and want the Senate to 
know of their outstanding work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. under a 
previous order, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the conference re-
port. I do so first by talking about a 
couple of things that are good in this 
bill. Oddly enough, one of the things I 
am most excited about in this bill is a 
move from a Depression-era farm pro-
gram, the Peanut Program, that has 
actually been taken into somewhat 
more of a modern era—not to the mar-
ket, which is what I would like it to ul-
timately have gone to, but we have 
taken it from a quota system, where 
the Government is micromanaging the 
production of peanuts, excluding those 
who did not have a license or quota to 
grow peanuts. We got rid of that oner-
ous Government-controlled program, 
and the farm bill is treating peanuts as 
we do the rest of the commodity pro-
grams. 

In that respect, we had a program 
way out here on the left, regarding 
Government involvement, and moved it 
to the right. The problem is in the rest 
of the bill. We were to the right, and 
we have moved it to the left. We now 
have Government back into the busi-
ness of supporting crops, microman-
aging what goes on around the country, 
leading to what has been heard from 
many who oppose the legislation, to 
more certain misery in farm country, 
more concentration, more large farms. 

Most of the money in this bill for 
production is going to the row crops. In 
Pennsylvania, we have some corn, we 
grow a little bit of beans and other 
items. But the bottom line is most of 
my farmers are not the big row crop 
farmers who qualify or participate in 
these programs. The benefits will not 
go to the vast majority of States and, 
I argue, farmers in this country who do 
not live in the South or Midwest, who 
are the principal beneficiaries of the 
program. Two-thirds of the commodity 
money will go to 10 percent of the 
farmers in America. Two-thirds of the 
money in this bill for production will 
go to 10 percent of the farmers in 
America. Where is the great sympathy 
for the small farmer? 

All of the programs are justified be-
cause we need to help rural America, 

the small farms. We have to keep the 
fabric of rural America. Two-thirds of 
the money goes to 10 percent of the 
farmers. They are not small farmers. 

As to this concept that we are here to 
preserve the rural way of life and this 
will be a breath of fresh air for rural 
America, this is another nail in the 
coffin of the family farm in America, 
by the Government not only giving all 
this money to these large farmers and, 
by doing so, creating an oversupply sit-
uation so those who do not get the 
money are going to have lower prices, 
but our little farmers will not have 
markets to be able to make any kind of 
profit in what they do. 

This is bad policy for farming. If we 
did anything such as this for any other 
industry in America, we would be 
called one of the great socialist re-
gimes in the world. Imagine talking 
about the paper industry and saying we 
will provide all the subsidies and pro-
grams for anyone in the paper indus-
try, or in the furniture business, or in 
the lighting business. We would be 
laughed out of this place if we tried to 
do that. Yet we are going to micro-
manage agriculture and pour hundreds 
of billions of dollars into big farms, 
where only a very few States are going 
to benefit from this program. It is 
wrong for America. It is wrong for 
farming. It sets a horrible precedent. 
The sad thing is, on top of all else, it 
will be very expensive for the tax-
payers of America. 

Senator LUGAR has reestimated a $57 
billion increase in commodity supports 
for crops. We are talking about a $57 
billion increase over the next 10 years. 
I guarantee today—I put a nickel on 
the table—that number will be at least 
$25 billion more, just in supplementals 
for farmers. Why? Because prices will 
be so darn low, we will have to put in 
more money to bail out those who are 
hurt. 

By the way, most of this helps farm-
ers who have a crop. If you don’t have 
a crop, there is not as much help. We 
will come back and help folks for the 
floods, for the droughts, and for every-
thing else. This is going to be much 
more expensive than what we are talk-
ing about today. We have shown the 
rest of the world we are really not in-
terested in opening markets, we are 
not interested in growing our exports, 
we are really not interested in setting 
an example for the world as to how we 
can be better trading partners. 

It is incredibly ironic, when we nego-
tiate trade promotion authority, we 
bring up a bill that has everything we 
deplore about the Europeans. That is 
what we are doing in this bill. We are 
setting a bad example that costs the 
taxpayers billions, and we are not help-
ing the little farmer who needs the 
help. We are not helping the little guy 
out there trying to make it. 

Why? Because all of the subsidies are 
going to the big farms. They will 
produce. They have no incentive not to 
produce. They are being guaranteed a 
price to produce. Produce all you want. 
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Drive that price down. Put my little 
farmer who gets no subsidy out of busi-
ness. Congratulations. We struck a 
blow for rural America. We struck a 
blow for the taxpayer. The problem is, 
the blow is right between the eyes. And 
it will knock them down, and in too 
many cases it will knock them out. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
these past few years have been horrible 
for farmers. Low prices, the recession, 
and weather-related catastrophies— 
like the severe drought conditions we 
suffered in my home State of Texas— 
have made it extremely difficult for 
our Nation’s agricultural producers to 
sustain their farms and ranches, and 
maintain their ability to feed Ameri-
cans and the people around the world. 
These extraordinarily difficult times 
reinforce the need for Congress to sup-
port a strong and effective farm bill 
that provides a solid safety net and en-
hances the ability of our farmers and 
ranchers to compete domestically and 
abroad. 

This farm bill is not perfect, and I 
understand why many of my colleagues 
are opposing it. There are many provi-
sions that concern me as well. This leg-
islation undercuts the very foundation 
of the Freedom to Farm concept. Free-
dom to Farm was the right approach 
for American agriculture, but our 
farmers were denied open markets and 
fair trade because of our competitors’ 
subsidies and tariffs. Now, instead of 
opening markets and lifting trade bar-
riers, we are moving back to direct 
price supports. I am worried this could 
stimulate overproduction and drive 
commodity prices down even further. I 
am also concerned with the uncer-
tainty that will follow this bill’s coun-
try of origin labeling requirements. 

However, Texas farmers and ranchers 
are backed against the wall. Like many 
farmers all across America, Texans 
have been praying for two things—rain 
and certainty. Texas farmers have been 
waiting for months to make their 
planting decisions for this year’s crop, 
and their lenders cannot help them 
until this farm bill is passed. This is a 
difficult vote for me. However, at the 
end of the day, this bill provides crit-
ical assistance to those who produce 
our food supply. This is why I will re-
luctantly vote for this imperfect legis-
lation. 

This farm bill will answer the des-
perate calls for help from America’s 
farm and ranch country. Most impor-
tantly, it provides a strong safety net 
for our farmers. The payment incen-
tives in this bill will free America’s 

farmers from depending on Congress to 
continually provide emergency assist-
ance when prices drop. Over the last 4 
years, Congress has spent nearly $30 
billion on such emergency assistance 
for farmers. This aid was necessary, 
but its inefficient delivery did not pro-
vide the certainty that farmers and 
lenders need for crucial management 
and financial decisions. 

This farm bill may threaten our 
World Trade Organization commit-
ments, so I am pleased that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is authorized to 
regulate this spending on our domestic 
farm programs. Currently, more than 
25 percent of American farm income 
comes from exports. We must continue 
to fight to open these markets, and we 
cannot hinder access to foreign con-
sumers who will provide new oppor-
tunity and income for our Nation’s 
farmers and ranchers. 

Finally, this legislation protects the 
States’ water rights and creates the 
strongest conservation provisions of 
any farm bill in history. Many of 
America’s livestock and dairy pro-
ducers depend upon these programs for 
essential soil and water conservation. 
The severe drought and flooding that 
has occurred across the country makes 
this funding even more critical as 
farmers work to sustain and enhance 
the productivity of their land. 

America’s agricultural challenges 
must be addressed immediately. This 
bill takes a step—I hope the fundamen-
tals will improve, so we can attempt— 
freedom to farm again in the future. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how 
much time does this side have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 29 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. And how much time 
does Senator LUGAR have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has 75 
minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if there 
are any Senators who wish to speak on 
the farm bill, now would be the time to 
do that; otherwise, we might be wrap-
ping this up very soon. But we will run 
the clock a little longer to give any 
Senators an opportunity to come over 
and speak. Whoever, pro or con, they 
will be recognized to speak. With that 
understanding, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum and ask the time be divided 
equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time to the Senator from 
Virginia? 

Mr. ALLEN. I ask I be granted up to 
10 minutes from the time allocated to 
Senator LUGAR. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my concerns about the 
conference report on the farm bill. I 
understand the desire—and share the 
desire—to make improvements in ex-
isting farm legislation. I know the con-
ferees worked very hard to address all 
of the concerns of Senators and Rep-
resentatives from all over this country. 
A strong farm bill is a high priority, 
and I certainly agree with others who 
share those views. 

In my home State, the Common-
wealth of Virginia, agriculture ac-
counts for a significant part of our di-
verse economy, creating nearly 10 per-
cent of the total jobs statewide. I 
worked with members of our Senate 
Agriculture Committee to address the 
concerns of Virginia growers and the 
agricultural communities. 

Several of these concerns were pri-
marily addressed in the Senate version 
of this bill. However, sadly and regret-
tably, I cannot vote for this bill. My 
concerns are quite simple and rep-
resent not only the interests of farmers 
in Virginia but also every American, 
whether or not he or she is engaged in 
agriculture. 

There are several points I want to 
make. Number one has to do with Vir-
ginia peanuts. I thank Senator HARKIN. 
While I may not be joining with him at 
this time, earlier I thanked him be-
cause if this conference report was like 
the Senate version, I would be up here 
saying this is a good bill. However, 
with regard to Virginia peanuts, this 
conference report is not a good bill. 
Back in December I objected to the 
consideration of this bill, not just for 
peanut farmers but for others, as the 
current farm bill doesn’t even expire 
until the end of this year. I thought, 
and continue to believe, it is unfair to 
our farmers and ranchers to hold hos-
tage their way of life, to debate and 
implement changes that may harm 
their income in the middle of the 
year—indeed, during the plowing, 
planting, and now the growing season. 
I do not think it is right to move the 
goalposts on someone after the ball has 
already been kicked. 

In 1996, when the Senate last debated 
the farm bill, the target price for pea-
nuts was lowered from $670 a ton to the 
current level of $610 per ton. This level 
was not due to expire until the end of 
fiscal year 2002, which is September 30 
of this year. 

Today, a farm bill will pass, and the 
conference report on it takes that level 
from $610 a ton to $495 per ton, a de-
cline of almost 20 percent. 

I worked hard to make some positive 
changes in the Senate bill. We in-
creased on the Senate side the target 
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price of peanuts from $480 in the House 
version to $520 in the Senate bill. 

We increased the marketing loan rate 
from $350 to $400 and we increased the 
quota transition payments from 50 
cents to 55 cents. Unfortunately, the 
conference cut most of these gains. 

Virginia has about 76,000 acres of pea-
nuts and 4,000 peanut farmers. While 
these numbers may not look large to 
some Senators who have big corporate 
farms in their States, these peanut 
farms are the basis of local commu-
nities throughout Southeastern Vir-
ginia. 

The fact is, they are going to be dev-
astated by this bill. And that means it 
is going to affect the implement and 
equipment dealers, those who sell the 
fertilizer, seed, and herbicides. Obvi-
ously, it will affect the whole commu-
nity. Despite the hefty expense of this 
bill—which for taxpayers is an expense 
of $4 billion—it will ensure the demise 
of many Virginia peanut farmers. 

Last week I brought a tin of Virginia 
peanuts to the Senate floor. I also did 
so today because I want to share with 
my colleagues this great product which 
will continue to disappear, sadly, from 
the landscape of American commerce. 
The bottom line is that it is simply not 
fair for our hard-working farmers to be 
dealing with a moving target—at the 
expense of the American taxpayer. 

The peanut section of this bill alone 
will cost every American man, woman, 
and child almost $15 during the life-
time of this bill. Compare this to the 
current peanut program which operates 
at no net cost to the taxpayers. The 
way I see it, it is a losing proposition. 
The taxpayer loses, as do Virginia pea-
nut farmers. 

The second point of concern is re-
garding the budget. The bill not only is 
expensive on the peanut front, but it 
also busts the budget. 

The Budget Act allocated $73.5 billion 
for the farm bill. The Congressional 
Budget Office now says the legislation 
will increase agricultural spending by 
$82.8 billion over the next 10 years— 
nearly 80 percent over the cost of exist-
ing programs. The 10-year cost of this 
bill, estimated at no less than $170 to 
$180 million, equates to a subsidy of ag-
riculture of more than $640 by every 
man, woman, and child in America. 

In a time where budget surpluses 
have turned into budget deficits—we 
are fighting a war and fighting through 
a recession with the highest unemploy-
ment rate in over 8 years—we should 
not be diverting money from Social Se-
curity surpluses. 

This is a policy that stimulates sup-
ply, drives down prices, and it hurts 
the farmers who it is meant to help. 
Simple economics says that an un-
checked increase in production will 
lead to slumping prices, and, as Sen-
ator HUTCHISON of Texas said, it will 
ultimately result in increased interest 
rates. 

The decline in prices will shrink the 
profits of farmers, driving them to bor-
row more money to stay in their busi-

ness. And the inevitable increase in in-
terest rates will only compound their 
problems. The result will be a con-
tinuing downward pressure on prices 
and continuing calls for emergency 
farm rescue legislation. 

The third issue of concern I would 
like to mention is trade. While this bill 
is not officially a violation of WTO, it 
is inevitable that there may be trade 
violations and claims made by foreign 
governments. This bill has already 
come under attack from U.S. trading 
partners and could set back our cur-
rent efforts to strike free trade agree-
ments. 

The Uruguay Round agreement on 
agriculture limits U.S. spending to no 
more than approximately $19 billion a 
year on domestic farm supports. The 
reason for that was to not distort pro-
duction and trade. It is very likely that 
these limits will be exceeded in the fu-
ture. 

Furthermore, the new country of ori-
gin labeling requirement, besides being 
fundamentally impracticable and un-
workable, will trigger retaliation from 
some of our most important trading 
partners—Canada and Mexico. 

I also have other concerns about cuts 
in some specific programs that were at 
least in the Senate version going in the 
right direction which were beneficial 
to the people of Virginia. 

The conference report drastically 
cuts rural utility service funding that 
would deploy rural broadband pro-
grams and loans to rural electric co-
operatives for service upgrades. 

Also, the conference report deletes 
the Senate provision for $70 million for 
a nutrient reduction pilot program in 
the Chesapeake Bay. 

I know the Presiding Officer has a 
few tributaries that flow into the bay, 
as, of course, does Virginia, Maryland, 
and Pennsylvania. Unfortunately, the 
Senate provisions were knocked out. 

As Governor, we worked very hard— 
and I know the Presiding Officer did as 
well when he served as Governor—to 
reduce nutrients going into the bay so 
that grasses, fish, crabs, oysters, and 
mollusks could return. Unfortunately, 
that valuable nutrient reduction pro-
gram was knocked out of the con-
ference report. 

In summary, ultimately, I would like 
to see us pass a solid farm bill that pro-
vides a quality safety net to our hard- 
working farm families, which also keep 
prices affordable and low for con-
sumers, which doesn’t raid Social Secu-
rity, and which does not grow the size 
of Government at the expense of every 
hard-working American. 

Indeed, I voted for the Senate version 
of the farm bill. While there are many 
salutary improvements in this bill, 
there are too many harmful results for 
Virginians and Americans. 

Today, this conference report takes a 
step backward on this philosophy. It 
goes against the market-based prin-
ciples instilled in the 1996 Freedom to 
Farm Act, and it does so at a cost that 
is too high to pay. 

Today, regrettably and sadly, I will 
have to vote against this bill, and in 
doing so represent the interests of Vir-
ginia peanut farming communities and 
also the long-term interests of all 
farmers who deserve both adequate 
support and adequate predictability. 

I vote for fiscal responsibility and to 
protect the Social Security trust fund. 
I vote to keep the word of the U.S. to 
our trading partners that is vital to ex-
panding markets for American farm 
products. And I vote on behalf of the 
taxpayers of Virginia and nationwide 
who understand the great importance 
of agriculture but simply cannot afford 
excessive, wasteful government spend-
ing. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, before I 
yield time to the Senator from Ne-
braska, I wish to respond to my friend 
from Virginia with whom I have a good 
relationship. We have worked closely 
on this. 

Let us be frank. I wish we could have 
had the whole Senate bill passed, as we 
passed it once before. As you know, we 
had to work these issues out in con-
ference. 

As concerns the Chesapeake Bay, this 
has been a concern of mine for a long 
time, especially in terms of the agri-
cultural runoff. That is why I was sup-
portive of the provision that the Sen-
ator mentioned. But the House would 
not accept the carve-out of EQIP for 
the Chesapeake Bay nutrient reduction 
pilot program. 

Experience being the best teacher 
around here, we put it in the con-
ference report. 

There is a new authority for the Sec-
retary under a section called Partner-
ships and Cooperation. In which the 
Secretary can designate special 
projects and enter into agreements 
with non-Federal entities to provide 
assistance. This could well help with 
the Chesapeake Bay. In fact, the Part-
nership & Cooperation authority was 
specifically crafted with programs like 
the Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Reduc-
tion Pilot Program in mind. I want to 
read the language: 

The managers intend for the Secretary to 
use this authority to help producers avoid 
the need for further Federal and State regu-
lations to protect both water and air. The 
Secretary is strongly encouraged to be 
proactive in establishing partnerships in 
critical areas such as the Chesapeake Bay.’’ 

The Chesapeake Bay is the only spe-
cific region mentioned in the entire 
Partnerships & Cooperation report lan-
guage section. That is intended to give 
the Secretary notice of the special sta-
tus of the Chesapeake Bay. I wanted 
the Senator to be aware of this report 
language. 

I also say to the Senator, as long as 
I am chairman of this committee, we 
intend to make sure the Secretary fol-
lows through on this. This is one of our 
national heritage spots. It is one of our 
national treasures, the Chesapeake 
Bay. We fully intend that the Sec-
retary will use her authority to enter 
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into those arrangements just as we 
specified. It is the only area specified 
in the report. We did not specify any 
other area than the Chesapeake Bay. 
That is just under that program. They 
draw on the existing conservation pro-
grams. 

Secondly, we increase the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program, 
which the Senator mentioned, from $2 
billion to $11 billion, a 51⁄2-fold in-
crease. Under the EQIP program, farm-
ers in the Chesapeake Bay area could 
receive funds and help for mitigating 
the runoff of nutrients. 

The third part that will help the 
Chesapeake Bay is the new program 
called the Conservation Security Pro-
gram that is in this bill. It is a new en-
titlement program—open to all pro-
ducers. For example, if a farmer in the 
Chesapeake Bay wants to cut down on 
nutrients, wants to cut down on fer-
tilizer, wants to stop soil runoff, wants 
to have resource management improve-
ments there at a non-degradation level, 
and, to be the best manager of that 
land, that farmer could qualify to re-
ceive a payment from the Government 
by entering into an agreement with the 
Secretary. 

So I say to the Senator from Vir-
ginia, there are at least three parts of 
this bill which will be helpful in miti-
gating and stopping the runoff of nutri-
ents and soil in the Chesapeake Bay 
area. 

I am sorry we could not get the spe-
cific carve-out, but I can assure the 
Senator as sure as I am standing here— 
that under those three provisions in 
the conservation title will provide pro-
ducers in the Chesapeake Bay more op-
portunity for conservation in the next 
6 years than there has been in the past. 
That is all I can assure the Senator. 

Mr. ALLEN. If the Senator will 
yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator. I 

hope the Senator heard my remarks 
and how complimentary and grateful I 
am for the work the Senator did on the 
Senate version. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ALLEN. All of those different ap-

proaches are good. And there are com-
petitive grants. I am going to work 
with the Senator. 

We did have that $70 million for that 
nutrient reduction pilot program. 
While all that is good—and I am going 
to work hard, and I am glad you were 
able to provide that—it is still not as 
good as the other version. If the House 
would have only listened to you more. 
But, again, I thank you for at least 
keeping that. And we will work to-
gether to reduce nutrient runoff, 
whether it is filter strips, grass strips, 
riparian buffers, to reduce the nutrient 
and sedimentary runoff into the tribu-
taries of the Chesapeake Bay. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 

Actually, they are not all competitive 
grant programs. CSP is open to all pro-
ducers who qualify. However, I do look 

forward to working with the Senator 
and others concerned about the Chesa-
peake Bay on this issue. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska, my neighbor to the west. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I thank 
my neighbor to the east from Iowa, the 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee, for the oppor-
tunity to be here today and to rise in 
strong support of the farm bill con-
ference report. 

I say to my friends and colleagues 
who oppose this bill, and appear to pre-
fer nothing to something, if you like 
importing 50 percent of the energy 
needs of this Nation, you will love im-
porting 50 percent of our food needs, if 
this measure fails and domestic agri-
culture as we know it fails. 

I am not sure whether I am pained 
more by the current state of the farm 
economy—which pains me greatly—or 
by many of the attacks on this farm 
bill, which I believe will set production 
agriculture on a course of financial sta-
bility over the next several years. 

This farm bill, by every measure-
ment, is not perfect. It was not perfect 
when the Senate passed it in February 
by a vote of 58 to 40. Neither was the 
House bill that passed last year in Sep-
tember. But both the House and the 
Senate recognized, then, that their re-
spective bills were a vast improvement 
over the so-called Freedom to Farm 
legislation that preceded it. And we 
passed it and sent it to conference. 

Granted, changes were made in con-
ference, changes which I wish had not 
been made. But the overall bill is still 
a good piece of legislation. It will pro-
vide substantial new funding for com-
modity, conservation, and nutrition 
programs. The bill reflects many prior-
ities that Nebraskans have asked for in 
this bill, including a reliable com-
modity program, higher loan rates, 
funding increases for popular conserva-
tion programs, a new incentive pro-
gram for hard white wheat, and new 
funding for renewable energy initia-
tives, just to name a few. 

The farm bill includes a continuation 
of direct payments and a new counter-
cyclical program. Direct payments are 
fixed over the life of the bill. Loan 
rates are fixed for 2002 and 2003 and re-
duced by 1.5 percent for the 2004 
through 2007 crop years. Target prices 
will increase as loan rates are de-
creased. 

The bill will increase funding for con-
servation programs by 80 percent, pro-
viding $9 billion in additional funding 
for the Environmental Quality Incen-
tives Program and increasing enroll-
ment in the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram—a very popular CRP Program— 
from 36.4 to 39.2 million acres. It also 
establishes the new Conservation Secu-
rity Program which offers incentives to 
producers for conservation on land 
under production. 

Media reports place the amount of 
2002 subsidies available for Nebraska at 

$1.1 billion compared with $675 million 
under the 1996 law. That is a half a bil-
lion more dollars to Nebraska farmers. 
This is good for Nebraska’s farmers, 
and it is good for Nebraska’s economy. 

As I said throughout the long process 
of developing and considering and pass-
ing a new farm bill, we need this legis-
lation to help the agricultural sector of 
the economy. It seems to me that agri-
culture is an afterthought for most pol-
icymakers in Washington, often left 
out of important tax and economic leg-
islative initiatives, as well as an after-
thought in many of our trade initia-
tives and agreements. 

Now, with this bill, I think we have 
changed that attitude. With the new 
farm bill, and with the energy bill’s 
emphasis on ethanol production as an 
alternative to foreign oil dependence, 
and other renewable energy, we have 
taken steps to improve agriculture’s 
position on the priority ladder. This 
bill must be looked at as not only food, 
but fiber and fuel. 

Again, as with any piece of legisla-
tion, this conference report isn’t per-
fect. I am disappointed, in particular, 
that the final version was stripped of 
the Senate provision I cosponsored 
that required payment limitations to 
huge farming operations. But we can 
have that fight another day, and I hope 
it will be soon. 

On balance, the new farm bill is a 
giant step forward from where agricul-
tural programs had been under the dra-
matic failure of the 1996 Freedom to 
Farm Program. It improves the effi-
ciency of Federal programs and pro-
vides a higher level of assistance to our 
farmers. For this reason, I will vote for 
this legislation because I believe it is a 
vote in favor of fairness and stability 
for rural communities and the Nation’s 
agricultural economy. 

Throughout the development of this 
bill, I have always sought ways to sup-
port our farmers and ranchers. And I 
have looked for reasons to vote for this 
bill at every opportunity. But it seems 
to me that some of my colleagues have 
looked for excuses to oppose it, and 
now they threaten to kill the con-
ference report and cast our producers 
back into the disaster known as Free-
dom to Farm. 

It strikes me that many of those who 
oppose the bill were some of the same 
ones who supported Freedom to Farm. 
These are strong words, I know, but 
this is a very difficult time for agri-
culture. 

I am here today to tell you that 
nothing is not better than something. 
This bill represents an honest attempt 
to improve farm programs for our 
farmers. Sure, maybe we could have 
done even better—and we probally 
could do better—but the conference re-
port which is before us today is such a 
vast improvement over the past that 
we cannot let the perfect become the 
enemy of the good, particularly when 
our farmers need the support provided 
in this bill. And they need it now. 

In the final analysis, my decision to 
support this legislation was easy. The 
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conference report provides the much- 
needed stability that farmers in Ne-
braska have lacked for the last 5 years. 
It is about time. It allows for major ex-
pansions of conservation, nutrition, 
rural development, and trade pro-
grams. 

It fits within the budget, and, on the 
whole, it is a good bill for Nebraska. I 
see positive reasons to vote in favor of 
this conference report which I think 
will be good for American agriculture. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Missouri, Mr. BOND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. BOND. I thank my colleague 
from Iowa, the distinguished chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee. I com-
pliment the chairman and ranking 
member and the conferees who worked 
so hard to produce a final product. This 
one was not easy. There is the old saw 
about watching sausage and the law 
being made. It probably applies to this 
bill as well as any others. 

I commend our House colleagues for 
continuing the tradition of bipartisan 
work on the farm bill, for soliciting 
broad input, for finishing the bill early 
this year, for not pitting farmers 
against farmers and one region against 
another, processors against farmers 
and environmentalists against farmers. 
In my view, the House did succeed in 
avoiding the temptation to politicize 
farm policy, and I believe the product 
they have reached in conference with 
the Senate is good for all agriculture. 

The staff worked long days, nights 
and weekends, as did, of course, the 
conferees. It is not very often that we 
do anything around here ahead of time. 
For that, the conferees deserve special 
recognition. 

Clearly, there are many provisions in 
the bill that I support. There are some 
issues on which each of us would have 
a much different take, we would have 
handled differently, if not burdened by 
the natural constraints of a democ-
racy. I know that some Senators are 
making a strongly held case that this 
legislation costs too much. I have my 
own misgivings about the price of farm 
policy. I will focus on that in my re-
maining remarks. 

First, as with any estimate, it is 
based on assumptions. The new as-
sumptions used in this case to cal-
culate a score include new expectations 
of market prices for individual com-
modities years in advance of reality. 
These estimates are done in good faith. 
But, of course, it is laughable to think 
that we know what farm prices will be 
over a period of years that depend on 
world demand, trade preferences, the 
relative strength of foreign currency, 
peace, war, and weather. 

The reason this latest score is higher 
is because the expectations of market 
prices have been revised downward. If 
market prices are less, then there is 

more urgency for the stronger safety 
net included in this bill, not less. 

Let me point out something many 
people overlook. There are folks saying 
this is 70 percent more expensive than 
the last farm bill. If you look at the 
underlying farm bill, yes. But we didn’t 
stick with the underlying farm bill. 
When the world market for 
agcommodities crashed with the Asian 
contagion, the Asian flu in the late 
1990s, Congress stepped up to the plate. 
We have been providing emergency as-
sistance because we did not want the 
artificial collapse in the demand of 
world prices to bankrupt farmers. What 
we are doing now in this bill is essen-
tially building into the safety net the 
level of spending that we have reached 
when we have had to come forward 
with emergency appropriations for the 
emergency costs each year. 

I guarantee, if we had passed the old 
farm bill, if we had kept the old farm 
bill in place, if the year 2003 rolled 
around and it appeared that we were 
going to have the same disastrously 
low farm prices we have this year, we 
would have come right back here and 
people would have said: Yes, you can’t 
have large segments of agriculture 
going bankrupt because they can’t get 
a return from the marketplace. 

As most of us know, when farmers 
come into our Senate offices, they have 
a broad agenda. Some of it we deliver; 
most of it we have not, despite the best 
efforts of a good many Members of this 
body. I will mention on my side alone, 
Senators LUGAR, ROBERTS, GRASSLEY, 
COCHRAN, and others. Yes, farmers 
want a stronger safety net, but they 
would much rather get their returns 
from the marketplace than the mail-
box. They would rather have lower 
taxes and less regulation, more market 
and trade opportunities, modernized 
transportation options, all of which we 
as a body, collectively and individ-
ually, have promised them but have de-
livered too little. 

Many Senators who oppose the farm 
bill argue that trade and taxes and re-
lief from regulation are what farmers 
need. I agree. Farmers heard that 7 
years ago. It hasn’t been delivered, de-
spite the best efforts of a determined 
minority of us. I will continue fighting 
for all of those measures that are good 
for farmers, good for the economy, and 
which will significantly reduce the cost 
of this farm bill. 

In the meantime, I am going to sup-
port a responsible safety net built in to 
provide relief for farmers when the 
world demand situation and our exclu-
sion from the world market keep prices 
artificially low. 

If we want to reduce the cost of this 
farm bill—and certainly all of us do— 
we should pass the full farm agenda, 
not just the farm bill. We should pass a 
trade bill. We should pass the energy 
bill, such as the bill we passed out of 
the Senate. I hope our House col-
leagues are taking a look at it because 
that is very good for farmers as well as 
for energy and the environment. 

We should not place more mandates 
on farmers every time regulators have 
a new idea. We should improve our land 
and water transportation. We should 
reduce taxes. We should encourage 
more use of farm products. 

If we do that, the farm bill will cost 
much less. American farmers will be 
getting their return from the market-
place rather than the mailbox, and the 
American farmers will be happy. The 
taxpayers will be happy, and we will all 
be happy. Farmers, just as others in 
the economy, should be free to fail, but 
they should also be free to succeed. 
That will not happen if we continue to 
ignore the rest of the farm agenda. 

There is another criticism of the 
farm bill; that is, that it provides a dis-
incentive for international market lib-
eralization. It will encourage foreign 
trade-distorting subsidies. 

I think the opposite is the case. I do 
not believe our European trade com-
petitors find it compelling or would be 
persuaded if we produced a good exam-
ple. In fact, they probably would find it 
laughable that we are thinking about 
how to clean up our act when they 
haven’t cleaned up theirs. President 
Ronald Reagan didn’t get the Soviet 
Union to pull its intermediate-range 
missiles out of Eastern Europe by say-
ing: We are not going to do that. He 
put in the Pershings. He put the pres-
sure on them. The Soviet Union col-
lapsed. It is naive to think that we can 
unilaterally disarm and go into nego-
tiations and expect to win. The same 
applies with food policy. 

Additionally, I know many Members 
are sensitive to editorial opinion that 
is decidedly against this policy. I was 
asked today by some reporters about 
an editorial in a newspaper I generally 
respect. They said they really condemn 
this as pork. 

I said: Normally, they write good edi-
torials, well-reasoned and based on 
fact. This was not one of them. They 
don’t know what they are talking 
about. 

Many of those newspapers are pub-
lished in high-rise buildings in some of 
our wonderful metropolitan areas. I 
doubt if they know what a combine is 
or how you raise cattle or the impact 
of the world market on farmers. 

Still, I can’t say that all the points 
the editorial opponents raise are in-
valid. But there are a great many 
things those people in the ivory towers 
take for granted. They take for granted 
the volume, the low price, the high 
quality, the unparalleled safety of our 
food supply and the national economic 
contribution made by U.S. farmers and 
the many suppliers who ultimately end 
up with the farmers’ money. 

Editorial writers may be critical of 
farm policy, but they are critical with 
full stomachs. In the emerging coun-
tries of Asia and Africa, they say that 
a well-fed country has many problems, 
but a hungry country has but one prob-
lem. Fortunately, we don’t have it. We 
ask our farmers to produce more with 
less, to accept more Federal mandates 
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without the ability to pass costs on to 
consumers, and we ask them to com-
pete in an international marketplace 
with competitors whose government 
gives much greater levels of assistance. 
Then we have a period of good world-
wide weather that has produced surplus 
world production, which has ensured 
that market prices around the world 
are low. The big city papers can take 
our food supply for granted, but those 
of us who live in flyover country—the 
real America between the two coasts— 
cannot and neither can the consumers 
in this country and elsewhere, who are 
unwittingly the biggest beneficiaries of 
the hard labor and sacrifice of those 
who struggle on the farm. 

I do agree that those critical of this 
bill are raising an argument that we 
need to have, and that is where we 
draw the line. Given the numerous ad 
hoc disaster bills, it is clear that the 
status quo is yielding little discipline 
from a fiscal standpoint. With this new 
program and its strengthened and more 
expensive safety net, I say to farmers: 
The criteria for additional ad hoc dis-
aster is now significantly more de-
manding, if not prohibitive. 

The budget issues raised by those 
critical are not without validity and 
we will have a good opportunity to see 
if those who support this dramatically 
stronger safety net will resist the im-
pulse to pile on more and more in the 
months and years ahead. 

While I support this farm bill, I warn 
all farmers that like the previous farm 
bill, the commodity title will not in-
crease market prices. Those who came 
to the floor with frequency the pre-
vious 4 years suggesting the previous 
farm bill was a failure because market 
prices were low knew better then and I 
hope everyone understands now that 
this commodity section is a safety net 
only. The rural development and re-
search titles should help expand mar-
kets and reduce costs to some degree 
but not the commodity title. 

If we want a chance to increase mar-
ket prices over the long term, we will 
have to give the rest of the farm agen-
da of trade, taxes, transportation, en-
ergy, and regulatory relief a fraction of 
the urgency we have demonstrated 
here in being so generous with other 
people’s money. 

The President has indicated that he 
approves of this legislation and the 
House passed it on a bipartisan basis 
by a 2–1 margin. The farm groups and 
livestock groups support the legisla-
tion. 

I congratulate the chairman and the 
ranking member and those who partici-
pated and worked so hard on this con-
ference report and urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as I may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, yester-
day, during the course of the debate, I 
pointed out that ever since the con-

ference report came to the other body 
and the House of Representatives 
passed that conference report, there 
has been a reevaluation of the amount 
of money that the bill we are now look-
ing at would spend. 

Frequently in the past, we have 
talked about the budget of a year ago, 
allocating $73.5 billion over a 10-year 
period of time for farm legislation. In 
fact, when we commenced the con-
ference—that is, the Senate committee 
with our House conferees—the evalua-
tion of the bill the Senate had passed 
was that it was $79.5—$6 billion too 
much—with the action we took here on 
the Senate floor. So in the early days 
of that conference, the $79.5 billion 
that was estimated for our product had 
to be scaled down by $6 billion. That 
came out of many programs. But in due 
course it was achieved, so that we 
could at least confer with our House 
friends on the basis of both of us hav-
ing a $73.5 billion product. 

I dwell on that because much has 
been made of $73.5 billion of additional 
spending beyond the so-called baseline. 
The baseline is a euphemism for the to-
tality of farm programs that continue 
on—ones that were provided by Free-
dom to Farm, and some were provided 
by other farm bills in the past; in other 
words, a pretty large aggregate of farm 
spending. That baseline was frequently 
estimated in many speeches during this 
debate at about $100 billion. So in 
rough figures, the debate started with 
the thought that we would have about 
$100 billion of baseline—all the pro-
grams that continue on and an addi-
tional $73.5 billion of spending—and 
that would occur on a 10-year basis at 
$173.5 billion. Now we know the $73.5 
billion has now been evaluated as $82.8 
billion, so it is up $9.3 billion. The rea-
son is that the Congressional Budget 
Office, taking a look at our assump-
tions—and the assumptions came down 
principally to the price of row crops— 
corn, wheat, soybeans, cotton, and rice. 
The estimates that were in our bill 
were that the prices of those row crops 
would be higher than CBO’s, and the 
experts they have brought in now be-
lieve that will be the case—in essence, 
that a downward trend of prices is con-
tinuing. 

So since we are now providing much 
higher target prices or, in fact, rein-
stating those in a countercyclical pro-
gram, and at slightly higher loan rates, 
since the base market prices are ex-
pected to be much lower, the gap is 
larger; thus, the taxpayer input into 
the farm bill. So we have moved from 
$73.5 billion to $82.8 billion. Now comes 
the news that the baseline likewise has 
been reevaluated by the Congressional 
Budget Office. I have gone back to the 
drawing board, and the baseline was 
not exactly $100 billion. Our staff, by 
our best calculations, finds that it was 
$97.6 billion. So we had $2.4 billion 
there that we had not expected. That is 
the good news. But the bad news is the 
new baseline is $107.155 billion. That is 
roughly $9.5 billion higher. 

So our assumption, as we start this 
conference, that we had $100 billion of 
baseline and $73.5 billion of new spend-
ing—thus, $173.5 billion—is in fact now 
$82.819 billion. That is the new situa-
tion for the new spending and a base-
line of $107.155 billion, for a grand total 
now of $189.974 billion, or roughly $190 
billion. 

Now, that is a lot more money, Mr. 
President. That $173.5 billion has been 
transformed, even in the course of this 
debate on the Senate floor, up to $190 
billion—a change of $16.5 billion, just 
for the same bill, with no change in 
any of the stipulations. Mr. President, 
I made a prediction yesterday—and 
many have ratified that in their re-
marks, and some disagree with it—that 
we are likely, in fact, to see CBO look 
at the same programs year after year 
and reevaluate them higher—both 
baseline and new programs. Why? Be-
cause this farm bill stimulates over-
production. It does nothing with regard 
to our trade situation. 

We have had extraordinary speeches 
in which some have said we are really 
fouling up the waters if we hope to ever 
get more exports to deal with other 
countries in some sort of diplomatic 
way, to gain entry for our crops, which 
we certainly need to do. But others 
have said, listen here, this is an Amer-
ican bill, this is not a French bill, or an 
English bill, or a Canadian bill and, by 
golly, it doesn’t make any difference 
what they think about it. Fair enough. 
But, of course, it does, because we are 
hoping to negotiate with these coun-
tries for entry for our exports. At some 
point, perhaps we will be diplomati-
cally successful. Every farmer prays 
that will be the case. But it is cer-
tainly not the case for the moment. 

As a result, the supplies continue to 
pile up. Why? Because this bill is very 
generous to the row crops in offering 
incentives to plant more and to take 
advantage of the higher loan rates and 
the higher target price. As a result, not 
only will there be surprises that have 
come out on the floor in the last 2 days 
in which something that used to be 
$173.5 billion is now $190 billion of ex-
penditures, but those figures are likely 
to escalate further each of the 6 years 
of the duration of this bill, unless 
amended. 

Now, Mr. President, at some point, 
Senators may say this is simply too 
much. I have raised the question, as 
have others, that the $15 billion that is 
spent on additional reestimates of 
what we have done is money that 
might have been spent on health care— 
either reforming Medicare, for pre-
scription drugs for the elderly, for 
shoring up Social Security, or for edu-
cation programs that come up even in 
this debate. The distinguished senior 
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, decried the lack of attention, 
really, to the President’s suggestion to 
leave no child behind and the funding 
needed for that. 

I once again point out that we find it, 
I suppose, possible to discuss farm bills 
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in a total vacuum, but without realiza-
tion of the war, homeland defense, or 
the basic issues in most of our cam-
paigns, there is almost an obsession 
with spending this money—all of it. 

Without being redundant, I point out, 
as the Chair and others have heard, 
that if, in fact, this money were to go 
to small farmers, medium-size farmers, 
even fairly large farmers who are in 
danger of going out of business, a case 
could be made for some of it. But the 
fact is that in the row crop situation— 
and this is roughly 60 to 70 percent of 
all the moneys, even after you talk 
about conservation, research, and the 
small crops, and so forth; that the 
basic row crops is roughly 60 to 70 per-
cent of the money and two-thirds of 
that money goes to just 10 percent of 
the farmers—it is an inescapable 60 
percent, three-fifths of all the farmers 
in the country do not get the row crop 
money at all, and that is where almost 
all the increases have come from in the 
Congressional Budget Office reevalua-
tion. 

It is that part of the program that, in 
fact, has attracted most of the money, 
has concentrated it on relatively few 
farmers, and even when the Senate 
passed a fairly modest cap that no indi-
vidual farmer should receive more than 
$275,000 each year—not in the total of 
the farm bill, but each year—there 
were loud protests from our House col-
leagues. As a result, that was scrapped. 
Through the two- or three-entity rule 
or all the various rules, certificates, 
what have you, the net effect is there 
are no limits. 

If, in fact, you are an ingenious farm-
er and a big farmer, this is a bonanza. 
Already bankers have sent in testi-
mony in behalf of this and said things 
ought to be in pretty good shape for 
the next 6 years, in terms of the collat-
eral for loans because land values esca-
late, and that is the basic collateral, 
unless you are one of 42 percent of 
farmers who rent and unless, in fact, 
you are a small farmer which no 
amount of money from a country bank-
er is likely to resuscitate, and cer-
tainly not this bill. 

After one bromide after another 
about how it brings stability, cer-
tainty, and so forth to American farm-
ers, I say a few American farmers— 
very few, as a matter of fact—will do 
very well. 

What I find baffling is how this body, 
with these facts squarely in front of 
us—established now as we know by the 
Environmental Working Group Web 
site farm by farm, county by county so 
there is incontrovertible evidence of 
exactly who gets what and in what pro-
portion, what percentage, State by 
State—it is not speculation any 
longer—to the dollar, year by year, 
even updated for 2001 now in a recent 
update of the site—still Senators hue 
to the thought that somehow Freedom 
to Farm failed and this bill in front of 
us now will make an enormous dif-
ference for most farmers in the coun-
try. 

My own view is that it will not. In 
fact, I believe most farmers in the 
country will be hurt. These speeches 
that I give on the floor I give in my 
home State. Despite some of the rhet-
oric in which people have talked about 
people in skyscrapers writing articles, 
people who have never seen a combine, 
never seen a cow—I will testify I have 
seen a combine, I have seen a cow, I 
have even seen a farm, even own one, 
even tried to deal with these programs 
year by year so that I understand ex-
actly what happens to farmers as a 
product of what we do. 

Mr. President, I simply want to offer 
as one explanation of what we are 
doing a remarkably timely article that 
appeared in the Washington Post this 
morning. This is not the Washington 
Post editorial writers or someone re-
mote from farming, but it is a gifted 
economist, Robert Samuelson, who has 
long written for Time, Newsweek, and 
others. I quote portions of what Sam-
uelson says because I think they are 
appropriate for our debate. 

Samuelson says: 
Farm subsidies are a splendid example of 

old-fashioned politics: using public money to 
buy votes. It’s the quest for popularity and 
power, and not campaign contributions, that 
matters. Under the new bill, the subsidies 
are estimated to cost almost $200 billion over 
the next decade. . . . 

Samuelson misses that, according to 
my calculation, by $10 billion. We are 
now up to $190 billion, but with the 
meter still ticking. 

If farm prices (mainly for wheat, corn, soy-
beans, and cotton) are lower than expected, 
the subsidies will be higher. 

He is right on that point. 
Similarly, higher farm prices would 

mean lower subsidies. 
The point is to stabilize farm incomes—to 

prop them up in periods of low prices and 
thereby save ‘‘family farming.’’ The sub-
sidies have existed in one form or another for 
almost 70 years, and there’s no evidence that 
they work. Farmers and farm workers ac-
counted for 21 percent of the labor force in 
1929, before the New Deal’s first agriculture 
legislation. Their share today is about 2 per-
cent, even though the amount of land in 
farming is almost the same (1 billion acres in 
1931, 932 million in 1997). 

Bigger tractors, more fertilizer and better 
seed varieties and cultivation methods have 
promoted farm consolidation and larger har-
vests. In the 1940s, American farmers grew an 
average of 34 bushels of corn per acre; in 2001, 
the average was four times that, 137 bushels 
an acre. Government subsidies simply 
haven’t been able to overcome the pressures 
for bigger and more efficient farms. 

Indeed, the subsidies have perverse side ef-
fects. Higher subsidies boost land values, be-
cause (like crops) they add to the land’s 
cash-producing potential. In turn, higher 
land prices and rentals mean higher costs for 
new farmers. Similarly, farm subsidies stim-
ulate production, which depresses prices. The 
combination of higher costs and lower prices 
squeeze farm incomes. 

The subsidies also hamper efforts to open 
foreign markets. Precisely because American 
farmers are so productive, they need exports 
to absorb their surpluses. But foreign mar-
kets are heavily protected by subsidies and 
high tariffs, because farmers almost every-
where are a politically favored group. Ac-

cording to a recent U.S. Agriculture Depart-
ment study, the average food tariff around 
the world is now 62 percent. It’s hard to con-
vince other countries to cut their subsidies 
and tariffs if we won’t cut our own. 

The survival of farm subsidies, despite 
their huge shortcomings, partly reflects po-
litical inertia. Once extended, government 
benefits are hard to withdraw. It would seem 
‘‘unfair,’’ and farmers—despite constant 
complaining about details—have become de-
pendent on subsidies. The subsidies also en-
dure because they’re protected by the ‘‘iron 
triangle’’ of congressional committees, in-
terest groups and government agencies. 

Here, the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. 

Without farm programs, all would be much 
less important. 

To sustain their power, farm legislators 
and lobbies ‘‘are willing to trade their votes 
for almost anything,’’ says economist David 
Orden, of Virginia Tech, a longtime student 
of farm politics. 

But what increasingly protects farm sub-
sidies is political competition. With Con-
gress split—and control of the House and 
Senate hanging on a few races—swing voters 
must be courted. Both parties are in a bid-
ding war. 

The result is much bipartisan hypocrisy. 

Indeed. 

Each one of us has been involved in 
political campaigns, and we will be in-
volved in some more. We are aware of 
that situation. So is the public. I can-
not believe the public hearing this de-
bate, understanding the escalation of 
the monies that have been required to 
accommodate the long list of addi-
tional crops, groups and farm entities 
in American life, will not, in fact, find 
the whole situation to be very dis-
turbing. 

As Samuelson concludes, at least the 
good thing is that it is democracy at 
work; people appealing to voters. What 
each one of us, I suspect, will have to 
finally determine is who the voters are. 

I submit that out in America there 
are a lot of people who are very sympa-
thetic with regard to American agri-
culture, and many of them are in this 
Senate. But I also suggest that the 
American people want us to determine 
some priorities, that we have a respon-
sibility as trustees of the Public Treas-
ury, and as trustees of a good number 
of things in American life, to have 
some wisdom and some sense of justice 
with regard to all of this. This is why 
I will vote against the conference re-
port, because I believe it has reached 
outrageous proportions in terms of ex-
pense. It narrowly focuses most of 
these new outrageous expenses on a 
relatively few farmers. It will depress 
prices almost certainly and thus in-
crease the cost of the whole enterprise 
year by year. It is destructive of rela-
tionships abroad that are necessary if 
we are to export more and, as a matter 
of fact, it really needs to be revised 
very substantially. 

Fortunately, we have a farm bill that 
does continue for several more months. 
It has been criticized routinely, but I 
noted two things in the course of the 
debate today, and in a bipartisan way, 
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as I mentioned. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas, Mr. ROBERTS, men-
tioned that due to very technical as-
pects of payments—the Senator stated, 
very gifted as he analyzed the bill and 
understands it—many farmers who are 
expecting to get money this year will 
be disappointed. The checks will be 
spaced out in various increments. The 
Senator from Kansas was suggesting 
that perhaps it would have been in the 
better interest of most farmers to have 
a supplemental bill that costs much 
less than the new bill we are talking 
about, and to have provided the money 
as anticipated. 

Now, the Senator did not advocate 
another supplemental bill, but if my 
analysis is correct, others will. And 
why not? Why should this be the final 
farm debate of the year if in fact more 
need and difficulty can be found, as it 
clearly will be in the administration of 
this bill should it pass? 

There will be a number of people who 
will need to be employed by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. Hundreds 
of hours will be spent by ordinary 
farmers figuring out whether they take 
the base of the past or the base of a re-
cent year’s yield, and how to apply for 
all of this. We have quite a turmoil 
ahead of us, and the money does not 
necessarily flow in that process. The 
Senator from Kansas recognized that 
and described it rather acutely. 

In addition to that, the distinguished 
chairman of our committee has men-
tioned he might wish to call a meeting 
of the Agriculture Committee next 
week to mark up disaster assistance 
legislation, maybe in the order of $2.4 
billion. I made the prediction yester-
day, despite all of the certainty, final-
ity, and the thought that this does it 
as opposed to Freedom to Farm, we are 
very likely going to have two debates 
every year in addition: One, for a sup-
plemental, a group, wherever it may be 
in our society, who believes that some-
how things did not work out well for 
them and; secondly, disasters, weather 
disasters, health disasters, whatever 
may have happened in the appropria-
tions process. 

I simply ask of Senators, once again, 
how much and how long does this proc-
ess continue? 

I trust there will not be any further 
reestimates by CBO even in the course 
of this afternoon. The shock of going 
from $173.5 billion to $190 billion during 
the course of this debate should be sub-
stantial. I hope that both at USDA, at 
the White House, as well as in this Sen-
ate, people are evaluating the sums of 
money that are now involved. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

JOHNSON). The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-

ken to the two managers of the bill. It 
is my understanding the manager for 
the minority, the senior Senator from 
Indiana, has agreed graciously to 
transfer 20 minutes of his time, that is 
under the unanimous consent agree-
ment, to Senator HARKIN. Is that right? 

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct. 
We would be pleased to give 20 minutes 
of our time to Senator HARKIN so that 
speakers can be accommodated. 

Mr. REID. I would, on behalf of Sen-
ator HARKIN, yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank 
the ranking member of the authorizing 
Agriculture Committee, Senator 
LUGAR, for yielding time, and the flexi-
bility offered to me by the assistant 
majority leader to speak to this con-
ference report. 

I have for the last few moments been 
listening to the senior Senator from In-
diana talk about his frustrations and 
problems with this conference report 
and with agricultural policy. I must 
say I agree with so much of what he 
said. 

When one is handed a political docu-
ment and they try to fix it, and the 
politics gets worse, the document ulti-
mately does not get better. Tragically 
enough, that is what we were handed in 
the Senate in the bill coming out of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee. We 
tried to make it better. It was not 
much better before it went to con-
ference, and I am not sure what we now 
have is a much improved version. 

I say that not only as a student of ag-
ricultural policy, once having served 
on the authorizing committee, but now 
serving on the Agriculture Appropria-
tions Committee, growing up a farmer 
and a rancher, being active as an agri-
cultural young person in FFA, both as 
a State officer and a national vice 
president, I have been involved and 
closely connected to agriculture in my 
State and around this country for a 
long while. As someone who recognizes 
the importance of agriculture to my 
State and good farm policy, I am in a 
quandary, as are many of my col-
leagues who have come to speak over 
the last several days to the issue of a 
new 5-year agricultural policy for our 
country. 

How do I evaluate this in the context 
of how will it impact my State, pri-
marily, and then secondarily, what 
does it do to the country, both to the 
producers of agriculture, the farmer, 
the rancher, but what about the con-
sumer? How does it fit in the consumer 
market basket? How do we put all of 
that together because that really is the 
charge of the Congress when they 
evaluate agricultural policy? 

It is with those thoughts in mind 
that I joined with Senator ROBERTS 
some weeks ago on the very thing Sen-
ator LUGAR was talking about a few 
moments ago, and that is the oppor-
tunity of a supplemental to send a mes-
sage to production agriculture, as the 
tractors are ready to go into the fields 
across America, that there was a policy 
in place, that we were not going to 
play politics with it and that they 
could take something to the bank to 
negotiate with the loan officer on a 
line of credit for the farming year. 

Senator ROBERTS introduced that 
legislation a couple of weeks ago, as 
the conference committee was pushing 
toward finality. We now have that in 
this document, in this conference re-
port. The question is, What does it 
mean? What is its impact? How long 
does it take to reach regulatory form 
in a way that gets to the ground? 

We will live out this year’s farm pol-
icy because it does not expire until the 
end of the fiscal year. It is possible, 
while I think some will meet it with re-
sistance, that we will see a supple-
mental on the floor to solve some of 
the immediate problems because this 
bill does not deliver immediate aid to 
American agriculture. It spreads it out 
over an extended period of time when, 
in past policy and in current policy 
today, they would have received some 
immediate assistance. 

This does not solve a problem in the 
short term. Then, again, farm policy is 
more about the long-term view as we 
deal with the day-to-day problems of 
agriculture, in policy but also with the 
supplemental. 

How do I evaluate this farm bill? Let 
me state what is bad. That is how I 
looked at it—what is bad, what is good, 
how do I balance it out, how do I vote 
for Idaho farmers and ranchers. 

Idaho is one of the fastest growing 
dairy States in the Nation. We rank 
fifth in overall numbers of cows pro-
ducing. It is a growth area in Idaho ag-
riculture, and our dairies are 500-, 
1,500-, 2,000-cow units. We are one of 
the big growth dairy States. Frankly, 
policies that access markets and open 
up markets are the best policies for 
Idaho. We are an exporter. We do not 
have to be in the business of sub-
sidizing an efficiency for the sake of 
the politics of the local dairy environ-
ment. Our farmers have transitioned 
into a much more competitive situa-
tion in modernizing themselves to fit 
the needs of the current consumer 
base. 

When I look at a national milk pro-
gram that basically only subsidizes or 
helps build a floor for cow units of 170 
cows or fewer, my guess is that is talk-
ing about what used to be when it 
comes to dairy policy instead of what 
ought to be. That is not good policy be-
cause it perpetuates relative ineffi-
ciency or it subsidizes it in a way we 
ought not be about. We have always 
been proud in American agriculture 
that efficiency was the name of our 
game. Our production set us apart from 
the rest of the world. We ought not be 
about subsidizing something that is 
not efficient today. We ought to pro-
mote efficiency and productivity. I 
don’t think dairy policy does that. 

If we really want to help out the bot-
tom line of our Nation’s dairy men and 
women, it would be much more advan-
tageous to look at alternatives to this 
bill’s price support program, which is 
purposely biased to a select dairy oper-
ation size. 

What about forestry? Yes, when we 
talk agriculture, we talk forestry. One 
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of the largest divisions of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture is the U.S. 
Forest Service. It is tremendously dis-
appointing to see the biomass and 
stewardship provisions stripped from 
this farm bill. Why can’t we get in-
volved in the business of actively man-
aging our forests instead of simply let-
ting them grow old, die, and burn up? 
Right now, forests are burning in Ari-
zona and New Mexico. It is a dry year. 
Part of the reason they are burning is 
that we have had no active manage-
ment and we have watched the fuel 
base of those forests build. That is true 
in the Black Hills, an area not far from 
the chairman’s home area. It is criti-
cally important we actively manage 
our forests instead of putting the fence 
around them and saying to the envi-
ronmental community: Here is a pre-
serve. Come look at it while it is alive 
because it is dying unless we create dy-
namics in it that will build back life 
and vitality. 

We did not do that. We walked away 
from that. The House and the Senate 
could not agree. We will do what we 
have been doing for the last several 
years: We will legislate through appro-
priations. That is not necessarily a 
way to create policy, but that is prob-
ably what we will end up doing because 
this was the wrong way to do it. 

The Senator from Iowa and I and oth-
ers got involved with the assistant ma-
jority leader in an issue over water 
when he was trying to take States’ 
water rights and reshape them and cre-
ate water banks, denying Western 
States their prerogative on western 
water rights. We were able to get a big 
chunk of that knocked out. But then 
Nevada got a sweet deal, a couple hun-
dred million dollars to go to a specific 
area in Nevada. That is the name of the 
game around here. At least we saved 
water rights. Water rights cannot be 
bought, nor should they be owned, by 
the Federal Government. They ought 
to have a right to have rights where 
water is needed and water is utilized. 
But in western arid States, that is a 
provision that is exclusively the 
States’. 

In my opinion, those are some of the 
bad provisions in this bill. 

Now let me talk about some of the 
good provisions because there are 
some. I have been on the floor numer-
ous times in the last good number of 
years talking about sugar and the 
sugar program. It is an important part 
of the agricultural base of my State. 
We got the forfeiture penalty elimi-
nated. That was critically necessary. 
With the sugar policy, we are moving 
back to a no-cost-to-the-taxpayer ap-
proach. That is good. That is the right 
way to move policy. We have done so 
for sugar. 

We included wool in a marketing 
loan and an LDP program. As we know, 
and especially with western range 
sheep industries and with wool, that 
market has all but collapsed as a result 
of imports and as a result of access by 
Australian and New Zealand interests 

in this market. This helps create flexi-
bility and staying power on the part of 
the sheep rancher of our country—the 
sheep farmer. I think that is impor-
tant. 

In my State, there is a class of crops 
called pulse crops, peas and lentils. 
Those are a valuable rotation crop, es-
pecially in the high-grain-yielding 
country where they have 120-bushel 
dryland grain. It is a marvelous pro-
ducing crop in the north end of my 
State that moves into Washington. One 
way to maintain the integrity of the 
soil and the balances to plant lagoons 
is nitrogen-bearing crops that put 
humus back in the soil and create the 
dynamics of a positive farm program, 
and yet those crops have been without 
a loan program or LDP all these years. 
We were able to create those dynamics 
in this farm bill. That is a positive pro-
vision. 

Another positive part of the program 
is the conservation title. It includes 
the EQIP funding and the CRP acreage. 
Certainly in my State, CRP has been a 
very dynamic program, creating the 
kind of conservation and soil manage-
ment in some of our more steep 
grounds, some of our foothill country, 
that not only has put that country 
back to grass, it has created great 
wildlife habitat for upland game 
birds—an extremely positive program. 

Another area of the conservation 
title is the Grasslands Reserve Pro-
gram for 2 million acres of pasture 
lands. I helped write that provision. I 
introduced legislation with several col-
leagues. It is possible the chairman was 
involved in that issue. We have worked 
together to create the Grasslands Re-
serve Program. 

There are positive conservation titles 
in that farm bill. That is one of the 
good things I see in this bill. 

As to rural economic development, 
many Members, as we argue for a farm 
bill, in part argue to create profit-
ability in agriculture because of the 
dynamic and dramatic negative eco-
nomics in many of the rural areas of 
our States. While we know that at 
least the number of farmers is dropping 
even though the number of acres 
farmed remains the same, it changes 
the dynamics in small rural, agricul-
tural America. As a result, many have 
worked over the years to create new 
dynamics for the purpose of economic 
development in rural America. This is 
a title of importance. It is important 
we do so. The funding is reduced. The 
title is stronger. 

Over the years, I hope we can build 
back some of that funding to strength-
en rural economic development. If new 
industry is to come to rural America, 
then the infrastructure overall in 
America has to remain whole. I have 
worked on and have a new rural health 
care title that will allow our rural hos-
pitals low-cost loans to buy back some 
of the equipment that is now obsolete. 

I was visiting a hospital in Soda 
Springs, in the southeastern corner of 
my State. It is a rural area. Much of 

that equipment is 25 and 30 years old in 
that hospital. You cannot call it state 
of the art, even though they deliver 
quality health care. That is a hospital 
30 miles from the next hospital, in 
which rural health care is critically 
necessary. This legislation in the long 
term will help us. 

My time is rapidly running short. I 
know others wish to speak as we near 
the hour we will vote on this issue. 
Overall, this is not the farm bill I 
would have written. My guess is, we 
are going to be back rewriting it more 
than once over the course of the next 
several years. 

Somebody said: Why aren’t you on 
the authorizing committee anymore, 
Senator, and therefore on agriculture 
appropriations? Because, I said, my 
guess is we are going to be rewriting 
this farm bill at least once a year for 
the next 5, and that will be done in the 
Appropriations agriculture sub-
committee as we work on these pro-
grams. 

This is an expensive farm bill. My 
guess is in the end we will find we can-
not afford it all and we will begin to 
adjust some of this downward—and I 
think that is appropriate. We are on 
the verge of busting the budget on 
which we earlier agreed, but then, 
again, without a budget resolution and 
without a fixed application of where we 
are going with agriculture, it is pos-
sible to argue that this bill doesn’t 
meet that test. 

In the end, I am going to support the 
conference report. I think the farmers 
of my State in the majority want that 
to happen. There are provisions in this 
bill that I can support and I have out-
lined the positives and the negatives. 

I hope we can pass this out and in the 
end the President will sign it, although 
I know the White House and the De-
partment of Agriculture and the Sec-
retary are very frustrated over where 
this Congress wants to take agricul-
tural policy at this moment. 

Sometimes compromises are not nec-
essarily good. Tragically, in the end, 
even in bipartisan environments, at 
times we do not always work the will 
that ought to be worked to produce the 
kind of positives and the dynamics we 
ought to in the marketplace. 

I am as frustrated today as any other 
agricultural Senator is about prices, 
commodities, international markets, 
and the viability of the agricultural 
economy of our country. I do not deny 
where we are heading, with larger agri-
culture and all we are attempting to do 
to resolve those problems. 

As a result of that, we have a con-
ference report that I hope a majority of 
the Senate will move in favor of, and 
therefore pass this conference report 
out and send it to the President’s desk. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, how 

much time is left on Senator LUGAR’s 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
main 19 minutes. 
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Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself 4 

minutes. I have permission to do that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 

today the Senate will vote on and most 
likely pass a 6 year farm bill. 

Supporters of the bill say it will 
cushion family farmers and rural 
America from financial hardship. That 
may be true, but unless you are a big 
meatpacker or a cotton and/or rice pro-
ducer in the South, the new farm bill is 
not what it is cracked up to be. 

I am afraid that for Iowa farmers, the 
bill’s shortcomings outweigh its vir-
tues. So I will cast my vote against the 
bill. 

There are two main reasons: 
No. 1, during the last year, farmers in 

Iowa made clear to me they wanted 
Washington to crack down on the sky- 
high payments going to large corporate 
farms. It is ridiculous that we shovel 
the lion’s share of the farm benefits to 
a handful of large corporate farming 
operations. 

No. 2, Iowans also urged me to push 
public policy that would keep competi-
tion alive in the livestock industry by 
banning packer ownership of animals 
fed for slaughter. 

My amendments got these two main 
family-farmer priorities included in 
the Senate version passed last Feb-
ruary, but my amendments were 
dropped by the conferees. 

Who is this bad for? It is bad for 
small and medium sized farmers, the 
very people a farm bill is suppose to 
help. Throughout the history of farm 
bills, their intent has been to aim the 
majority of the benefit to small and 
medium sized producers, the Congress 
has missed before, but in my opinion 
we have never missed so badly. 

We sent strong family-farmer ori-
ented provisions to the conference and 
we got nothing in return, except a bill 
that is so complex family farmers 
won’t receive their 2002 crop benefits 
until right before harvest of the 2003 
crop. That might make sense to the 
conferees, but it does not to me or any 
of the other farmers that are calling 
and emailing my office asking ques-
tions about this bill and why we made 
the farm bill so complicated. 

This clearly does not address the 
needs of small and medium-sized pro-
ducers in Iowa that put a premium on 
the issues of payment limits and ban-
ning packer-ownership, so I am going 
to vote against this bill and do any-
thing I can to remedy the issues re-
garding competition that the conferees 
discarded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield myself 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. President, I rise today and apolo-
gize to my colleagues. I reserved a lot 
of time to come speak but I have got-
ten involved in the debate about our ef-
fort to get trade promotion authority. 
I think it is time well spent. I think 
the average farmer, in terms of real 

prosperity, is going to get more if we 
are successful in trade promotion au-
thority than they are going to get 
under this bill. So I do not have any 
apologies to make about the use of the 
time. I think for farmers and for Amer-
ica trade promotion authority is a lot 
more important. 

I am going to vote against this bill 
because it is a bad bill. We have cre-
ated a miracle in America, and I think 
this bill is going to add to that mir-
acle. The miracle is we have the best 
farmers, with the best talent, with the 
most effective research system in his-
tory, working the best land, with the 
best tools, and we have created a situa-
tion where rural America is no longer a 
good place to make a living. 

How is all that possible? It is possible 
because we have created a program 
that encourages overproduction and, in 
the process, impoverishes the very peo-
ple who are trying to make a living 
farming and ranching in America. We 
have artificially inflated the value of 
agricultural land. We have spent 
money at a level unprecedented in his-
tory. We continue that in this bill. 
Surely there has to be concern that the 
top 10 percent of the recipients under 
this bill will get 37 times as much 
money on average as the bottom 80 per-
cent will get. How can it make sense to 
have a bill where 10 percent of the 
beneficiaries will get 37 times as much 
money as the bottom 80 percent will 
get? 

The average family in America, two- 
wage-earner family, earns about $49,000 
a year. When President Clinton was in 
office we tried to reduce the taxes paid 
by two-wage-earner families by 
stretching the 15-percent tax bracket. 
Our Democrat colleagues said they 
were opposed to it because they said it 
only helped rich people. I remember 
pointing out on the floor that these 
rich people made on average $21,600 
each. Each member of this working 
couple family, the ones who were going 
to benefit of stretching this 15-percent 
bracket, made $21,600. Many of my col-
leagues said those are rich people. 

I pointed out, when did $21,600 a year 
qualify you as being rich? But, never-
theless, we were unable to do it be-
cause President Clinton vetoed the bill. 

When the Senate debated this bill, we 
had an amendment that Senator 
GRASSLEY offered that put a cap on the 
amount of payments a person could re-
ceive under this bill. His amendment 
said that no one could get more than 
$275,000 of taxpayer money under this 
farm bill. Remember that many of our 
Democrat colleagues said if you made 
$21,600 you were too rich for a tax cut. 
Senator GRASSLEY offered an amend-
ment that said the Government can 
give you over 10 times that amount— 
$275,000 per farmer. We adopted that 
amendment—I am proud to say I voted 
for it—66 to 31. Then we went to con-
ference. Both Houses set a lower cap as 
to how much money any individual 
farmer or rancher can get under the 
bill. And, all of a sudden, what hap-

pens? They go to a cap of $360,000— 
higher than either House adopted. 

Then, we have a three-entity rule. 
Then, we have a husband-and-wife 

rule. 
Then, we have a commodity certifi-

cate rule. 
The bottom line is, you can get mil-

lions of dollars under this farm bill. 
One individual can get millions of dol-
lars. So apparently it is OK to pay one 
person in agriculture millions of dol-
lars, but we can’t give a tax cut to peo-
ple who make $21,600 a year because 
they are rich. I don’t understand that. 
I don’t know how you can justify it. 
Needless to say, since I am voting 
against this bill, I am not going to 
have to. 

By raising these loan rates in this 
bill, we have guaranteed that we are 
going to glut every market with every 
commodity. Under this bill, every com-
modity that gets this loan guarantee is 
going to be under pressure to over-
produce. 

Anybody who knows anything about 
the functioning of the farm economy 
knows that when you set that loan rate 
above the market price, which this bill 
does, you are going to have people pro-
ducing for the loan. The commodities 
are then going to be dumped on the 
markets. 

For 6 long years under this bill we 
are going to have gross overproduction, 
we are going to drive prices down, and 
we are going to have all kinds of com-
modities in storage. We are going to 
have all the excesses we had under the 
farm bill prior to the bill that we are 
considering here. 

But that doesn’t seem to be enough. 
This bill brings new commodities into 
these programs. We eliminated some of 
these programs before but now they are 
brought back to life. 

It seems to me the bottom line of 
this bill is that it is going to guarantee 
overproduction—I am sorry this is 
going to happen because I think it is 
going to be very harmful to rural 
America. It is going to guarantee de-
pressed prices, and it is going to mean 
increased Government interventions to 
try to limit production. 

So the Government, once again, is 
going to be telling people what to grow 
and what not to grow. I think that is a 
step in the wrong direction. 

This bill also allows people who came 
to America illegally to get food 
stamps. I am opposed to that. I am not 
trying to be hardhearted. But there is a 
very real problem when you give bene-
fits to people who violate the law—you 
encourage them to violate the law. 

When the Senate debated this bill, I 
offered a compromise which was adopt-
ed. That compromise said anybody who 
has been here for 5 years and is now 
here legally can qualify for food 
stamps, but that no one who comes and 
stays here illegally for one year or 
more can qualify. 

The reason I offered this compromise 
is because we want people to come to 
America who want to work. We want 
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people to come to America with their 
sleeves rolled up, not with their hand 
held out. It fundamentally changes 
America when you do that. Having a 
provision that says you can come here 
illegally and still get food stamps is 
like putting a neon sign up on the bor-
der that says: Violate the law. Come 
into America illegally, and we will give 
you food stamps. 

Let me sum up by saying I am not 
saying this bill is the embodiment of 
all evil. There are some good things in 
this bill. Doing away with the old pea-
nut quota, God knows, was a good 
thing. But I believe we are paying peo-
ple too much to buy out the old quota. 

The point is: Having the Government 
limit the ability of people to grow pea-
nuts makes absolutely no sense. But by 
setting these loan rates so high, we are 
going to end up with a peanut-like pro-
gram in all of these other areas over 
the next 6 years because we are not 
going to be able to pay for this pro-
gram. 

Finally, we said when we adopted the 
bill that it was going to cost $73 bil-
lion. It turned out that it cost $82 bil-
lion. Every penny of that will come 
right out of Social Security. 

We have colleagues who stand up on 
the floor day after day saying don’t 
spend the Social Security surplus. 
When you vote for this farm bill, you 
are spending the Social Security sur-
plus. 

Not everything in this bill is bad. 
There are some improvements in the 
bill. But, overall, it is a move back to 
Government control of agriculture. 

Is there a silver lining in this? I 
think there is. I think this will prob-
ably be the last farm bill we pass. I 
think what has happened is, thanks to 
the Internet, people understand that 
while we talk about the small farmer, 
the fact is the top 10 percent of the 
people are getting 37 times as much in 
Government payments as the small 
farmer. This bill goes so far that it 
tilts the balance. In the end, I think 
this will undo this type farm bill, and 
in the long run it is good for America. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? If no one yields time, the 
time will be charged equally to both 
sides. 

EFFECT OF PAYMENT LIMITS MEANS-TEST ON 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I want 
to thank Chairman HARKIN and Rank-
ing Member LUGAR for their excellent 
work on the farm bill. And I want to 
point out, in particular, their work to 
improve conservation programs. 

I would like to engage Chairman 
HARKIN in a colloquy to elaborate on 
congressional intent behind the effect 
of the $2.5 million means-test with re-
gard to conservation programs. It is 
my understanding that the purpose of 
the means-test is to prevent wealthy 
individuals with adjusted gross income 
of more than $2.5 million from receiv-
ing government benefits on land signed 
up for conservation programs. How-

ever, it was never the intent to subject 
non-profit organizations that actively 
work on conservation activities to the 
means-test. Isn’t this correct? 

Mr. HARKIN. Senator LINCOLN is ab-
solutely correct that the intent is not 
to exclude these non-profit groups that 
are actively involved in delivery of 
conservation programs. The work that 
non-profit organizations do under these 
conservation programs helps expand 
wildlife habitat and protect and im-
prove all natural resources. This provi-
sion was not intended to limit partici-
pation by non-profit land trust groups 
or wildlife groups, like Ducks Unlim-
ited, the Nature Conservancy, or 
Pheasants Forever, or any other non- 
profit group that participates in the 
agricultural conservation programs. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Thank you for that 
explanation, and thank you for the 
hard work you and your excellent staff 
have put into the farm bill and, par-
ticularly, into the conservation title. 

Mr. HARKIN. Thank you, and thank 
you for your hard work in getting this 
important farm bill, with its strong 
conservation title, passed. 
CHANGES TO THE VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCT MARKET DEVELOPMENT GRANT PRO-
GRAM 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

would like to engage in a colloquy with 
the chairman to elaborate on the in-
tent behind some of the changes made 
to the value-added agricultural product 
market development grant program in 
this farm bill. My understanding is 
that under this new language, USDA 
should seek to fund a broad diversity of 
projects that increase agricultural pro-
ducers’ share of the food and agricul-
tural system profit, including projects 
likely to increase the profitability and 
viability of small and medium-sized 
farms and ranches. I certainly agree 
that USDA should seek to approve ap-
plications for projects likely to benefit 
producers with small and medium-sized 
agricultural operations. Do you agree 
that the language of this provision will 
allow USDA to do this? 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. Yes, I believe that the 
changes we have made to this program 
will allow USDA to fund a wide variety 
of value added projects that benefit 
small and mid-sized producers as well 
as larger producers and organizations 
of producers. For example, we broad-
ened the definition of ‘‘value-added’’ to 
insure that producers who add value to 
agricultural products by the manner in 
which they produce them may now 
apply for value-added grants to market 
their products. This is important, be-
cause many small and medium-sized 
farms have found that they can in-
crease their profits and stay in busi-
ness by converting their farms to or-
ganic and other types of higher-value 
production. It is clear that many con-
sumers will pay more for products that 
are grown and produced in specific 
ways. This broadening of the value- 
added grants program will assist farm-
ers or groups of farmers engaged in 

producing these kinds of high-value 
products in developing business plans 
and marketing their products, thereby 
contributing to the success of these 
kinds of ventures. I also expect that a 
large share of the grants will continue 
to be made to produce new non-food 
products, expanding the markets of 
corn, soybeans and other crops well be-
yond the market for foods. The bill 
also specifically allows for grants for 
on-farm renewable generation such as 
wind turbines. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I understand this 
bill also broadens eligibility for the 
program. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator from Min-
nesota is again correct. The expecta-
tion is that USDA will extend edibility 
to a broad range of producer groups, in-
cluding farmer and rancher coopera-
tives. Business ventures with majority 
control by producers many receive up 
to 10 percent of grants provided. Non-
profit organizations controlled by pro-
ducers, whose mission includes work-
ing on behalf of producers, and who 
otherwise meet the eligibility criteria 
established by USDA, shall also be eli-
gible for grants under this program. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I commend my 
colleague from Iowa on his work on 
this provision. I certainly hope that 
USDA will make every effort to fund a 
wide variety of projects and to make 
grants of a wide variety of sizes, in-
cluding small and mid-sized grants 
where appropriate. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is certainly my 
expectation. I thank my colleague 
from Minnesota for his hard work on 
this provision in committee, and for 
his support of the changes we have 
made in the program. 

CHESAPEAKE BAY 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 

would the distinguished floor manager 
yield for the purpose of a colloquy con-
cerning two programs of great impor-
tance to the continued efforts to re-
store and protect the Chesapeake Bay. 

Mr. HARKIN. I would be happy to 
yield to the senior Senator from Mary-
land. 

Mr. SARBANES. I am deeply dis-
appointed that the conference report 
does not include two provisions in-
cluded in the Senate-passed farm bill 
which sought to address the critical en-
vironmental needs of the Chesapeake 
Bay. The first provision, the Nutrient 
Reduction Pilot Program, sought to 
encourage the development of innova-
tive solutions to the nutrient pollution 
problem in the bay by creating new in-
centives for farmers to reduce the ap-
plication of nitrogen by at least 15 per-
cent below what is normally considered 
best practice and to provide financial 
protection in the event of reduced 
yields. The second provision strength-
ened the role of the U.S. Forest Service 
in the restoration of the bay water-
shed. While I understand that disagree-
ments with the House Conferees pre-
vented the inclusion of these programs 
in the final bill, it is my understanding 
that the conference report does include 
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provisions that will be helpful in im-
plementing the Nutrient Reduction 
Pilot Program. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator is correct. 
In fact, the conference report includes 
specific language in section 2003 that 
establishes Partnerships and Coopera-
tion, a program specifically intended 
to allow states like those in the Chesa-
peake Bay region—and the Chesapeake 
Bay is specifically mentioned—to sub-
mit innovative proposals which coordi-
nate and implement all of the con-
servation programs in the bill to 
achieve priority conservation objec-
tives. It is modeled in many ways on 
the Conservation Reserve Enhance-
ment Program. The language specifi-
cally provides that all the resources of 
the different conservation programs 
can be used, and indeed it provides that 
in addition to committing acres and re-
sources from the different conservation 
programs to a special partnership, the 
Secretary has special flexibility with 
regard to 5 percent of the funds avail-
able for all conservation programs to 
use them for any activities authorized 
by any conservation programs. This 
bill will make on average $1.2 billion 
per year available for the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program; 
any of these funds can be committed to 
a special partnership, and I think it 
would be reasonable and I would cer-
tainly be willing to work with the Sen-
ator from Maryland to encourage the 
Secretary to commit $20 million per 
year to the Chesapeake Bay region’s 
innovative proposals to reduce nitro-
gen application using market-based 
strategies. Maryland is also specifi-
cally included in Section 2501, the Agri-
cultural Management Assistance Pro-
gram, making it eligible to share in at 
least $110 million to implement, among 
other things, resource conservation 
practices. 

Finally, the Senator from Maryland 
has my commitment and the commit-
ment of the majority leader that we 
will work with him to address his con-
cerns about the continuing loss of 
forestlands in the Chesapeake Bay wa-
tershed by enhancing the support and 
resources of the U.S. Forest Service to 
the bay cleanup effort. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair-
man for his continued efforts on behalf 
of the Chesapeake Bay and its farmers 
and I look forward to continuing to 
work together with him in this regard. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CONSERVATION 
PROGRAMS 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I wish to 
engage in a colloquy with the distin-
guished Senators from Iowa and Mis-
sissippi. 

Mr. President, the 1996 farm bill con-
tained a provision which led to serious 
disruption in the delivery of conserva-
tion programs. Specifically, the 1996 
act placed a cap on the transfers of 
Commodity Credit Corporation funds 
to other government entities. Is the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa aware 
of the so called ‘‘section 11 cap?’’ 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana for raising this issue, be-

cause it is an important one. The Sec-
tion 11 cap prohibited expenditures by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation be-
yond the Fiscal Year 1995 level to reim-
burse other government entities for 
services. Unfortunately, in the 1996 
farm bill, many conservation programs 
were unintentionally caught under the 
section 11 cap. As a result, during the 
past 6 years, conservation programs 
have had serious shortfalls in technical 
assistance. There was at least one stop-
page of work on the Conservation Re-
serve Program. The Appropriations 
Committees have had to respond to the 
problem ad hoc by redirecting re-
sources and providing emergency 
spending to deal with the problem. 
This has been a problem not just in my 
state of Iowa or in your states of Indi-
ana and Mississippi; it has been a na-
tionwide constraint on conservation. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chairman 
for the clarification, and I would in-
quire whether the legislation under 
consideration here today will fix the 
problem of the section 11 cap for con-
servation programs. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi for his attention to 
this important issue. Section 2701 of 
the Farm Security and Rural Invest-
ment Act of 2002 recognizes that tech-
nical assistance is an integral part of 
each conservation program. Therefore, 
technical assistance will be funded 
through the mandatory funding for 
each program provided by the bill. As a 
result, for directly funded programs, 
such as the Conservation Security Pro-
gram (CSP) and the Environmental 
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), 
funding for technical assistance will 
come from the borrowing authority of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
and will no longer be affected by sec-
tion 11 of the CCC Charter Act. 

For those programs such as the CRP, 
WRP, and the Grasslands Reserve Pro-
gram (GRP), which involve enrollment 
based on acreage, the technical assist-
ance funding will come from the an-
nual program outlays apportioned by 
OMB—again, from the borrowing au-
thority of the CCC. These programs, 
too, will no longer be affected by sec-
tion 11 of the CCC Charter Act. This 
legislation will provide the level of 
funding necessary to cover all tech-
nical assistance costs, including train-
ing; equipment; travel; education, eval-
uation and assessment, and whatever 
else is necessary to get the programs 
implemented. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chairman 
for that clarification. With the level of 
new resources and new workload that 
we are requiring from the Department, 
and specifically the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, I hear concerns 
back in my state that program delivery 
should not be disrupted, and the gen-
tleman has reassured me that it will 
not. 

Mr. COCHRAN. It is then my under-
standing that, under the provisions of 
this bill, the technical assistance nec-
essary to implement the conservation 

programs will not come at the expense 
of the good work already going on in 
the countryside in conservation plan-
ning, assistance to grazing lands, and 
other activities supported within the 
NRCS conservation operations ac-
count. And, further, this action will re-
lieve the appropriators of an often re-
occurring problem. 

Mr. HARKIN. Both gentlemen are 
correct. The programs directly funded 
by the CCC—EQIP, FPP, WHIP, and 
the CSP—as well as the acreage pro-
grams—CRP, WRP, and the GRP—in-
clude funding for technical assistance 
that comes out of the program funds. 
And this mandatory funding in now 
way affects the ongoing work of the 
NRCS Conservation Operations Pro-
gram. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chairman 
for his efforts to resolve this problem. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I also appreciate the 
Chairman’s work to ensure that ade-
quate resources are available for tech-
nical assistance. 

ALLOCATION OF SENIORS FARMERS’ MARKET 
NUTRITION PROGRAM 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, first, I 
would like to thank Senator HARKIN 
for all of his hard work in putting to-
gether this Farm Bill. One of the most 
important parts of this legislation 
deals with nutrition, and ensuring that 
all Americans have access to a healthy 
meal. I am especially pleased to see an 
additional $5 million in funding pro-
vided for the Seniors’ Farmers Market 
Nutrition Program for fiscal year 2002. 
In the 2002 Agriculture Appropriations 
bill, we provided $10 million for this 
important program, and encouraged 
the Secretary to use additional funds 
from the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion if necessary. However, although 
there is a clear need for these addi-
tional funds, and the Secretary has 
been reminded of this language on sev-
eral occasions, these additional funds 
have not been released. The result of 
this is that 9 States and territories, in-
cluding my state of Wisconsin, received 
funding for this program last year and 
applied this year to continue their pro-
grams, but were turned away. I intend 
to include report language in the 
homeland security supplemental bill I 
am currently working on in the Appro-
priations Committee directing the Sec-
retary to use any additional funds that 
become available to provide funding for 
these states. I appreciate my friend’s 
efforts to include this additional 
money in the farm bill, and am hopeful 
that it will provide at least partial re-
lief to the drastic funding cuts being 
felt by these States. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my friend from 
Wisconsin for raising this important 
matter. I agree with his comments and 
am pleased that we are able to provide 
additional resources, through the farm 
bill, to assist States that did not re-
ceive funding for this year. I also hope 
that funding for States that success-
fully completed applications, and re-
ceived insufficient funding, is in-
creased. Clearly, there is a funding 
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shortage for this program and I want to 
stress that the purpose of the $5 mil-
lion in the farm bill is not meant to re-
place the CCC funds mentioned by my 
colleague, but rather to supplement 
them. I support my colleague in his ef-
forts to ensure that no State or terri-
tory that wishes to participate in this 
program is turned away. The Seniors’ 
Farmers Market Nutrition Program 
provides an important service, one that 
brings low-income senior citizens and 
local farmers together in a mutually 
beneficial relationship. 

TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

thank Senator HARKIN, and congratu-
late him for his leadership over the 
past year. The farm bill is a tremen-
dous victory on so many fronts. I want 
to especially thank him for the land-
mark inclusion of specialty crops in 
this farm bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator informed 
me from the beginning that specialty 
crops like apples, cherries, blueberries, 
cherries, and asparagus are critically 
important for Michigan’s agriculture 
economy. She has been a powerful ad-
vocate for specialty crops and I appre-
ciated your hard work throughout this 
process to include them in this farm 
bill. 

Ms. STABENOW. The farm bill before 
us has a $2 billion specialty crop pro-
gram which provides a minimum of 
$200 million per year in USDA Section 
32 purchases for nutrition programs. 
This new allocation of funds will pro-
vide much needed help for growers of 
fruits and vegetables. It has been a 
true privilege to work with the Senator 
to develop this new program. 

Mr. HARKIN. I think all of our col-
leagues on the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition and Forestry and in 
the Senate would agree that the Sen-
ator’s strong backing was absolutely 
instrumental in obtaining the $2 billion 
specialty crop purchase program. 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Sen-
ator. I would like to discuss another 
critical program that we included in 
the farm bill for specialty crops—the 
Tree Assistance Program, TAP. 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, TAP is a critical 
program that provides reimbursement 
for trees, like cherry trees and apple 
trees, which have been destroyed by 
natural disaster. 

Ms. STABENOW. TAP is very impor-
tant, especially in Michigan. In 2000, 
our apple growers in the southwest re-
gion of the state suffered from dev-
astating fire blight that destroyed over 
10,000 acres of apple orchards resulting 
in an estimated total loss of $98 million 
for apple growers in Michigan. 

Unfortunately, the funding for TAP 
expired the year before and none of 
these growers could apply for assist-
ance. 

I thank the Senator for reauthorizing 
TAP in the farm bill. In the Senate 
version of the farm bill, the reauthor-
ization for TAP included the following 
language regarding eligibility, ‘‘(a) 
shall apply to tree losses that are in-

curred as a result of a natural disaster 
after January 1, 2000.’’ 

Mr. HARKIN. I supported retroactive 
eligibility for TAP and supported that 
provision in the bill that passed out of 
the committee. A majority of the Sen-
ate also supported this provision. 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Sen-
ator. I look forward to working with 
him to insure that the apple growers in 
my State who suffered such terrible 
losses in 2000 will receive help through 
the Tree Assistance Program. 

SECTION 10816 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

want to thank the managers and other 
members of the conference for their ef-
forts to maintain the Senate’s inten-
tions with respect to section 10816, 
which requires country-of-origin label-
ing for seafood products, among others. 
This provision is very important to the 
seafood industry in my State of Alas-
ka. 

However, I note that the definition of 
‘‘wild fish’’ applies to ‘‘naturally born 
or hatchery raised fish and shellfish 
harvested in the wild.’’ This may lead 
to some confusion. As my colleagues 
know, fish generally are ‘‘hatched’’ 
rather than ‘‘born.’’ In addition, I un-
derstand it was the Senate’s intent to 
apply this definition to hatchery fish 
only when they are released shortly 
after hatching, and live the rest of 
their lives in the same environment as 
naturally occurring fish of the same 
species. 

I wish to ask the managers if my un-
derstanding is correct, and agree that 
the definition of wild fish should be in-
terpreted to mean ‘‘naturally or artifi-
cially hatched fish that grow to matu-
rity and are harvested in the wild.’’ 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alaska both for his 
comments on the conference and for 
his question. His observation that fish 
are hatched rather than born is well 
taken, and I agree with the way he has 
rephrased the definition. It is indeed 
our intention that the definition of 
‘‘wild fish’’ apply only to fish that 
spend the bulk of their lives in the 
wild. This differentiates them from 
‘‘farmed-raised fish,’’ which are raised 
in confinement until they are har-
vested. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to my colleague for bringing 
this point to our attention, and concur 
that wild fish are those which spend 
most of their lives free of confinement, 
whereas farm-raised fish are those 
which are held in pens or tanks until 
harvested. 

KLAMATH BASIN 
Mr. WYDEN. I want to thank my 

Senate colleagues, specifically Chair-
man HARKIN, for their continued atten-
tion to a matter of such importance to 
the people of the Klamath Basin in Or-
egon and California. I especially want 
to thank my friends and colleagues, 
Senators GORDON SMITH, BOXER, and 
FEINSTEIN, for their initial help in get-
ting Klamath language and money ac-
cepted into the farm bill. And I want to 

recognize the hard work and dedication 
of the chairman, Senator DASCHLE, and 
their staffs for sticking by the Klam-
ath Basin until the bitter end. I also 
want to thank my friend on the other 
side of the Capitol, Representative 
WALDEN, for his dedication to the 
Klamath Basin. Thanks to his collec-
tive bi-partisan effort, today I can 
come to the floor to discuss the future 
for the Klamath Basin with some hope. 

Mr. HARKIN. Your dogged attention 
to the Klamath provision was critical 
and appreciated. I thank you for all 
your support in getting this important 
legislation off the Senate floor. 

Mr. WYDEN. The conference report 
provides $50,000,000 under section 1240I 
Ground and Surface Water Conserva-
tion. It is important for the legislative 
history of this section to note that the 
conference report states. 

In carrying out the program . . . the 
Secretary shall promote grounds and 
surface water conservation by pro-
viding cost-share payments, incentive 
payments, and loans to producers to 
carry out eligible water conservation 
activities with respect to the agricul-
tural operations of producers, to—(1) 
improve irrigation systems; (2) enhance 
irrigation efficiencies; (3) convert to— 
(A) the production of less water-inten-
sive agricultural commodities; or (B) 
dryland farming; (4) improve the stor-
age of water though measures such as 
water banking and groundwater re-
charge; (5) mitigate the effects of 
drought or (6) institute other measures 
that improve groundwater surface 
water conservation, as determined by 
the Secretary, in the agricultural oper-
ations of producers. 

In addition to all those excellent pur-
poses, this section requires that a Sec-
retary may only provide this money to 
a producer if the net result is ‘‘a new 
savings in groundwater or surface 
water resources in the agricultural op-
eration of the producer.’’ Chairman 
HARKIN, it appears to me that these 
purposes coincide with the purposes of 
the original Klamath language in the 
Senate farm bill: water conservation 
and improved agricultural practices; 
aquatic ecosystem restoration; and im-
provement of water quality. Do you 
read it the same way? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I do. 
Mr. WYDEN. The difference is that 

the original language brought to light 
the need to recover endangered species, 
including both anadromous and resi-
dent fish species; and maintenance of 
the National Wildlife Refuges. 

Mr. HARKIN. Even so, Senator 
WYDEN, the $50,000,000 provided by this 
farm bill conference report for the 
Klamath Basin used under this pro-
gram should benefit endangered species 
and the refuges in the Klamath Basin. 
Any program that improves water 
quality and quantity, as this one does, 
will necessarily support the recovery of 
threatened and endangered species. 

Mr. WYDEN. I agree. I am grateful 
that the other long-term benefits that 
were to be considered under the origi-
nal Senate Klamath language will still 
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be considered under this provision: ben-
efits to the agricultural economy 
through incentives for the use of irri-
gation efficiency, water conservation, 
or other agricultural practices; wet-
land restoration; and improvement of 
upper Basin watershed and water qual-
ity. Due to the cooperative nature of 
all farm programs, I remain hopeful 
that this provision will be imple-
mented in a manner that respects and 
uses the local expertise of the Klamath 
Basin farmers. In addition, this pro-
gram should be implemented in the 
Klamath Basin while the administra-
tion considers the long term effects of 
the water savings. 

The original Senate Klamath lan-
guage required the USDA to spend $175 
million over 5 years, through the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service 
and the Farm Service Agency, on 
Klamath Basin hydrology and wetlands 
restoration using any applicable USDA 
program. The particular programs were 
not noted in order to provide some 
flexibility for the Department and 
basin farmers. The current language 
limits that flexibility, but fills an im-
portant purpose in the basin. 

I am thankful that the President es-
tablished a cabinet level Klamath 
Working Group, made up of the Secre-
taries of Interior, Agriculture, and 
Commerce, thereby fulfilling another 
purpose of Senate Klamath language 
that authorized the creation of a Klam-
ath Basin Interagency Task Force 
made up of agencies from the Depart-
ments of Interior, Agriculture, and 
Commerce. It is my hope, however, 
that while the Senate Klamath lan-
guage required public non-federal no-
tice of work and intended plans by the 
Interagency Task Force to provide 
local awareness and the conference re-
port does not, the current Administra-
tion Working group would provide such 
public notice. 

But there is more work to be done. 
While the $50,000,000 provided for pro-
ducers to conserve water in the Klam-
ath Basin is a start, it will not com-
plete the entire hydrological restora-
tion necessary in the basin. The basin 
requires specific projects such as these 
I list here to restore the basin: 
$3,479,000 for feasibility studies by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, included in the 
President’s funding request for the 
Klamath Project for FY 2002; $4 million 
to purchase, one time, 2700 acres at 
Goose Bay in Upper Klamath Lake 
(TNC); $25 million over 5 years for the 
restoration of the Upper Klamath Lake 
tributaries (such as the Sprague, 
Williamson, and Wood Rivers); $40 mil-
lion over 5 years for the restoration of 
historic Upper Klamath Lake wetlands; 
$20 million over 5 years for the restora-
tion of Lake Ewauna below Upper 
Klamath Lake that is essential for 
sucker habitat; $1 million for riparian 
fencing, grazing management, stream- 
bank restoration and revegetation 
under CRP; $5 million for the purchase 
of the Barnes property by the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the whole project to 

be managed by the Bur Rec, county 
commissioners, local water irrigation 
districts, USDA and F&W Service and 
the Tribes, using some portion of the 
money for a set-aside to match state 
and private wetland restoration dollars 
from entities such as OWEB and Or-
egon Water Trust and designate some 
portion of the money for scientific 
work including scientific work by the 
Klamath Tribe Department of Natural 
Resources; $4,500,000 of new funding for 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
conduct in-stream flow studies in the 
basin deemed necessary by the Sec-
retary, including in-stream flow stud-
ies below Iron Gate Dam; $20 million 
for the voluntary lease of water rights; 
$1 million for the evaluation of inten-
tional winter flooding of volunteer ag-
ricultural lands: Dry Year Reserve—to 
idle basin irrigated acreage—promoted 
by Water Users through Bur Rec but 
could be done through shorter con-
tracts in WRP; $15 million for the pur-
chase of water easements; $10 million 
for the construction of groundwater 
wells in conjunction with USGS sur-
veys; $5 million authorized for grants 
to local irrigation districts, through 
the Rural Development/Utilities ac-
counts to improve irrigation of Klam-
ath Basin practices that will conserve 
water and improve water quality. 

In addition to the above concerns, 
this money will not be available to the 
native American tribes in the basin, 
the Klamath, the Yurok, the Kurok, 
and the Hoopa. This is a shame. These 
tribes make up an important user 
group in the basin and no real long- 
term solution will be achievable with-
out them. 

Mr. HARKIN. Senator WYDEN, where 
appropriate and within the jurisdiction 
of the Committees on which I serve, I 
will be happy to work with you in the 
pursuit of beneficial programs and 
funding for the Klamath Basin. 

Mr. WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS IN THE EVERGLADES 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I thank 
Chairman HARKIN and Ranking Senator 
LUGAR for their excellent work on the 
farm bill before us today. I am pleased 
to recognize that this legislation ex-
pands and improves many of the con-
servation programs administered by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
Farmers are the best conservationists 
in the world and this farm bill gives 
them more tools to be even better 
stewards of the environment. 

I would like to engage Chairman 
HARKIN and Senator LUGAR in a col-
loquy to elaborate a bit on the very 
good language in the Statement of 
Managers that calls upon the Secretary 
of Agriculture to work with appro-
priate State and Federal officials to 
use USDA conservation programs to 
supplement the work of the Com-
prehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan as it is implemented in the South 
Florida Ecosystem. 

Our success in restoring the Ever-
glades depends a great deal on the 

health of Lake Okeechobee and the sys-
tems which feed into that great lake, 
such as the Kissimmee River and its 
chain of lakes. It is my understanding 
that the direction in the Statement of 
Managers is intended to use conserva-
tion programs to enhance the health of 
those ecosystems as well. Am I correct 
in my interpretation of that very good 
language? 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct in his interpretation of 
that language and I wish to thank him 
for his assistance to the committee on 
this matter. There has been no strong-
er advocate of the Everglades through 
the years than the senior Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. LUGAR. I agree with the Chair-
man. I, too, have been pleased to work 
on behalf of Everglades restoration 
through the years. The conservation 
programs of USDA are improved by 
this legislation and I am pleased that 
the conferees to the farm bill recognize 
the promise of these programs to assist 
in Everglades restoration. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the distin-
guished Chairman and the ranking 
member of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
for their work on the farm bill and the 
assistance it will render to restore the 
Everglades. For instance, work in areas 
such as the Kissimmee River system 
will serve, among other things, to en-
hance the natural storage of water nec-
essary for restoration further south in 
the system. Implementing the type of 
conservation practices included in 
these Department of Agriculture pro-
grams in areas such as the Kissimmee 
River and Lake Okeechobee can im-
prove restoration efforts substantially. 

I look forward to working with Sec-
retary of Agriculture Veneman, and 
other State and Federal officials to 
utilize these programs in a coordinated 
and effective manner. 

WILD FISH 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, title X 

of the farm bill contains provisions 
that would provide country of origin 
labeling for certain covered products. 
This program will specifically inform 
consumers right at their local markets 
whether they are eating U.S. products, 
or products produced under the laws of 
another nation. In a time of uncer-
tainty about our economic, environ-
mental, and personal security, we want 
to provide this level of assurance to 
our citizens and to our producers. U.S. 
origin labeling is important because it 
will allow consumers to vote with their 
wallets to support U.S. farmers, ranch-
ers, and fishermen. This is important 
in the case of wild-caught fish, particu-
larly in Hawaii, where we have tradi-
tionally relied on our vast ocean 
‘‘backyard’’ for sustenance, chasing 
highly migratory species like tuna and 
swordfish as well as closer to shore spe-
cies. 

I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa, one of the managers of the bill, if 
this is not the purpose of the country 
of origin provision? 
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Mr. HARKIN. Indeed, the distin-

guished Senator from Hawaii is correct 
about the intent of the provision. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator. As 
Senator HARKIN has since learned, the 
provision contains a technical matter 
that would undermine this important 
purpose. As Hawaiian fishermen well 
know, because of their migratory na-
ture, certain species of fish are often 
caught outside of the 200-mile U.S. ex-
clusive economic zone—more than 50 
percent of the catch landed by Hawaii 
vessels are harvested on the high seas. 
These include tuna, swordfish, and 
squid. Whether U.S. fishermen are in 
U.S. waters or on the high seas pur-
suing highly migratory species like 
tuna, from the time they leave the 
dock to the time they return to port, 
our fishermen are subject to U.S. law— 
some of the most stringent conserva-
tion, safety and health restrictions in 
the world. This has often led to eco-
nomic hardship. I do not object to the 
purpose of such costly measures, but 
what do I tell these fishermen when 
they are undersold in the market by 
the foreign-caught fish, which are har-
vested in an indiscriminate and envi-
ronmentally unsound manner? I would 
like to tell them that they will benefit 
from a U.S. label, and that their legal 
compliance will be rewarded in the 
marketplace. But the technical matter 
in the farm bill will not allow this to 
happen. Moreover, it will result in a la-
beling gap that will confuse consumers. 
Under the language in the bill, a mi-
gratory fish that is harvested beyond 
the 200-mile zone by a U.S. fisherman 
on a U.S. registered vessel, processed 
under U.S. regulations, and landed at a 
U.S. dock, does not qualify for a U.S. 
origin label. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank Senator 
INOUYE for summing up a complicated 
issue in simple and clear language. 
When you and I discussed this issue, I 
was immediately concerned. There ap-
pears to be a simple solution for label-
ing of wild-caught fish: allow fish 
caught by a U.S. flag vessel to be la-
beled with the U.S. as the country of 
origin. This would have the added ben-
efit of bringing the point of sale label 
into conformity with the approach 
taken by U.S. customs regulations. 
Moreover, the extreme perishability of 
some ocean products require processing 
at sea. For example, squid must be 
processed where ever it is caught or it 
will spoil—thus, if caught by a U.S. 
flag vessel on the high seas, it would 
have to be processed on the high seas 
according to U.S. requirements. 

I had shared Senator INOUYE’s hope 
that this technical correction might be 
included in the farm bill, and I worked 
with him, and Senators DASCHLE and 
HARKIN toward that end. Although 
time did not permit the inclusion of 
the provision, I believe that Senator 
HARKIN may have a few words to offer. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank you Senator 
HOLLINGS. When Senator HOLLINGS and 
Senator INOUYE brought this matter to 
my attention, I welcomed their exper-

tise in marine matters, and did my best 
to have the suggested technical amend-
ment included. Regrettably, during the 
eleventh hour, it proved not to be pos-
sible. 

I hope, however, that this amend-
ment may find another vehicle for its 
speedy passage. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the chairman of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee for taking the 
lead on making the broadband initia-
tive a part of the farm bill. I also want 
to thank the ranking member of the 
committee and Senator DASCHLE for 
their work on this program. The $100 
million provided in the farm bill for 
broadband is unprecedented and long 
past due to ensure Rural America has 
the same access to broadband service 
as its urban neighbors. 

Several years ago, I introduced legis-
lation to establish a new Federal 
broadband program. The chairman is a 
cosponsor of this legislation. And now, 
after 2 years of a pilot program similar 
to my bill, the farm bill gives the rural 
broadband program under the Rural 
Utilities Service an authorization and 
funding. That funding will create hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of 
broadband loans each year. 

The Rural Utilities Service, RUS, 
once known as the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration, REA, has admin-
istered a telecommunications program 
for over 50 years. It has been an un-
precedented success. In 1949, about 40 
percent of American farmers had phone 
service. Today, that has changed dra-
matically and nearly everyone at least 
has a telephone. Not only do these in-
vestments need to be maintained, but 
we need to make new investments in 
the next generation of telecommuni-
cations technology, known as 
broadband, to ensure that all Ameri-
cans have access to the Internet. 

The RUS lending record in its tele-
communications program which would 
be the envy of any financial institution 
in America. In over 50 years, there has 
not been a single loan loss in the RUS/ 
REA telecommunications program. In 
recent years, the agency has been lead-
ing the American information revolu-
tion by financing some of the most ad-
vanced telecommunications systems in 
the Nation. 

The broadband provisions of this bill 
should significantly advance the de-
ployment of broadband technologies in 
all regions of the country. It should 
spur the deployment of new wireline, 
wireless, cable, and satellite broadband 
infrastructure and service. It promotes 
technological neutrality and a defini-
tion of broadband, which is meaningful, 
flexible and appropriate to spur signifi-
cant advancement in all technologies. 

For the purposes of ensuring a suc-
cessful implementation of this pro-
gram, it would be helpful if the chair-
man could respond to a few questions 
about the legislation. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
be pleased to answer the questions of 
the Senator from North Dakota. But 

first, I want to thank the Senator for 
your and your staff’s work on this 
issue. Together, we’ve come up with a 
great intiative that will serve Rural 
America in the information age. The 
Senator and his bipartisan group of 
supporters are to be congratulated for 
their work on this important legisla-
tion. It will spur new investment in 
rural broadband. 

Mr. DORGAN. Does the legislation 
give the Administrator of the Rural 
Utilities Service flexibility to adopt a 
definition of broadband, which encour-
ages advancement in all modes of com-
munications? 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator is correct. 
The legislation seeks to foster signifi-
cant advancement in all rural applica-
tions of broadband. In this context, 
technological neutrality should not be 
used to preclude progress in any given 
technology. For example, what is 
broadband in a fixed setting may be 
different than what is broadband in a 
mobile wireless setting. In both cases, 
the measure of broadband capability 
should be based on capability of the 
network, not the individual devices 
used to access the network. This legis-
lation is intended to help rural citizens 
gain access to modern broadband infor-
mation networks. 

Mr. DORGAN. Does the chairman ex-
pect the RUS to maintain its high 
standards of determining the financial 
feasibility of broadband loans? 

Mr. HARKIN. This expansion of au-
thority should not be viewed by anyone 
as a loosening of financial feasibility 
standards at the RUS. Simply put, if 
there is not a reasonable likelihood of 
repayment, the loan should not be 
made. That is how the RUS and the 
REA have operated for 65 years and 
that is how the agency should operate 
with this new authority. 

Mr. DORGAN. Given that record of 
success and assuming a treasury rate 
of interest, would it be reasonable that 
the $20 million a year included in this 
bill for the early years of this program 
could fund a treasury rate of interest 
broadband loan program of at least $750 
million a year? 

Mr. HARKIN. Under credit reform, 
there are essentially two components 
to determining the subsidy rate for any 
loan program. Those components are 
any discount from the treasury rate of 
borrowing and the risk related to the 
loan. The RUS telecommunications 
loan program has not suffered a loan 
loss. In fact, the RUS telecommuni-
cations loan program has over its life, 
made money for the Government. 
Broadband lending within the RUS pa-
rameters does not necessarily bring 
with it a higher risk profile. 

The process by which the Office of 
Management and Budget determines 
subsidy rates for Federal loan pro-
grams is sometimes viewed as a mys-
terious process to say the least, given 
the year to year swings in the subsidy 
rates for the same or similar programs 
and classes of borrowers. Given the 
record of the agency, however, and 
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given the treasury rate of interest as-
sumption of your question, $20 million 
a year in direct budget authority pro-
vided could generate a minimum loan 
level of $750 million a year. 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, as the 

author of S. 280, the Consumer Right- 
to-Know Act, and the provision in the 
new farm bill requiring retail-level 
country of origin labeling for beef, 
pork, lamb, fruits, vegetables, peanuts, 
and fish, I feel compelled to offer my 
views on how country-of-origin label-
ing should be implemented by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, USDA. 
This farm bill provision is not overly 
prescriptive because I believe USDA 
deserves some degree of discretion to 
develop rules and regulations to ensure 
this labeling program is effective. That 
being said, I believe it’s equally impor-
tant for USDA to adhere to the intent 
of Congress in passing this important 
labeling legislation, and to comply 
with my intent as the primary author. 

Well-funded opponents of country-of- 
origin labeling who like to import 
cheap meat and other products into the 
United States and camouflage those 
products as ‘‘Made in the USA’’ will 
make outrageous claims about how 
country-of-origin labeling is difficult 
to administer, how it will cost them 
and USDA resources, and how it just 
can’t work. It’s awfully ironic they say 
these things, when virtually every sin-
gle other item consumers buy at the 
retail level indicate their country-of- 
origin. The fact is that labeling can be 
implemented in a low-cost manner, and 
Congress expects USDA to work with 
all interested parties to make labeling 
a reality. 

Nevertheless, passage of country-of- 
origin labeling will not stop those who 
don’t want consumers to know the ori-
gin of meat and other items at the re-
tail-level to try to water-down and 
minimize this legislation through the 
rulemaking process and other avenues. 
Therefore, it’s important that USDA 
know my intent with respect to this 
program. 

My labeling provision amends the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 
U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) and adds subtitle D, 
a requirement for retail-level country- 
of-origin labeling for covered commod-
ities at the final point-of-sale for con-
sumers. 

This section mandates retail-level, 
country-of-origin labeling for covered 
commodities, including beef, lamb, 
pork, farm-raised fish, wild fish, pea-
nuts, and perishable commodities. The 
purpose of the section is to inform con-
sumers about the origin of the meat, 
fish, peanuts, and perishable commod-
ities they purchase at the retail-level. 
The items that qualify as covered com-
modities must be labeled with their 
country-of-origin. 

Under present law, most products re-
quire labeling according to their coun-
try-of-origin if they are produced out-
side of the United States. However, 
some products, such as fruits, vegeta-

bles, and peanuts have been excluded 
from this requirement. Further, meat 
from livestock or fish born outside of 
the United States, or born and raised 
outside of the United States, and 
slaughtered or processed within the 
United States, are not required to be 
identified as a foreign product. 

With respect to meat, the labeling re-
quirement in the farm bill shall apply 
to all muscle cuts of beef, pork, and 
lamb, including, but not limited to, 
steaks, roasts, chops, tips, ribs, and 
loins, as covered commodities that 
must be labeled as to their country-of- 
origin. Furthermore, ground beef, in-
cluding, but not limited to hamburger 
and ground beef patties, whether fro-
zen, chilled, or fresh, ground lamb, and 
ground pork qualify as covered com-
modities for purposes of country-of-ori-
gin labeling. 

If, however, a covered commodity is 
an ingredient in a processed food, the 
section does not require that item to 
be labeled as to its country-of-origin. 
For example, if beef, pork, or lamb is 
an ingredient in a can of soup, lunch 
meat, meat snack, frankfurter, meat-
ball, meat salad, stew, pasta, frozen 
dinner, frozen entree, or frozen pizza, 
than the section does not require the 
food item containing beef, pork, or 
lamb to be labeled with its country-of- 
origin. However, this exemption shall 
not apply to ground beef or hamburger, 
as mentioned above, which must qual-
ify as a covered commodity for coun-
try-of-origin labeling at the retail- 
level. 

While retail-level country-of-origin 
labeling is required of grocery stores 
and supermarkets, food service estab-
lishments are not required to notify 
the country-of-origin of covered com-
modities that are prepared or served to 
consumers. Because many polls indi-
cate consumers wish to know the ori-
gin of the food they eat, and many in-
dividuals consume food items from 
food service establishments, food serv-
ice establishments and restaurants are 
encouraged to voluntarily notify the 
consumers as to the country-of-origin 
of the food products sold at res-
taurants. 

At this point, I want to make it un-
conditionally clear that what is meant 
by this provision with respect to ‘‘re-
tailer’’ is that any retailer selling any 
covered commodity, beef, pork, lamb, 
fruits, vegetables, peanuts, or fish, is 
required to indicate the country-of-ori-
gin of that covered commodity at the 
retail-level or final point of sale. While 
the definitions section of the country- 
of-origin labeling provision refers to 
‘‘retailer’’ in the Perishable Agricul-
tural Commodities Act, PACA, of 1930, 
this reference is made only to draw a 
distinction between retailers and res-
taurants, because the labeling require-
ment applies to retailers but not res-
taurants. Let me make it unquestion-
ably clear right now that the only rea-
son S. 280 and the farm bill country-of- 
origin labeling language refers to the 
word ‘‘retailer’’ is that Congress want-

ed it to be understood that country-of- 
origin labeling would be required at the 
retail-level, the final point of sale, as 
opposed to labeling in restaurants, re-
gardless of whether the product to be 
labeled by its country-of-origin was a 
cut of beef or a fruit or vegetable. The 
intent is to require labeling of all cov-
ered commodities at the final point of 
sale, regardless of what the retailer 
sells, and not to inadvertently allow 
any retailer to avoid the labeling re-
quirement simply because that retailer 
may only sell perishable agricultural 
commodities. 

In the case of meat, the farm bill pro-
vision intends for retailers to designate 
a covered commodity as having a 
United States country-of-origin only if 
the meat is from an animal that was 
born, raised, and slaughtered in the 
United States. An exception is made 
for beef from cattle born and raised in 
Alaska or Hawaii, and transhipped for 
a period not in excess of a period of 
days through Canada into the United 
States for slaughter. I understand that 
the World Trade Organization, WTO, 
committee on Rules of Origin has not 
yet completed its work on harmonizing 
rules of origin on Chapters 1 and 2 deal-
ing with cattle and beef. Therefore, I 
encourage the Secretary and U.S. 
Trade Representative to immediately 
develop a position constituting a born, 
raised, and slaughtered standard to de-
termine the origin of meat within the 
WTO which will be consistent with this 
section and the current voluntary beef 
labeling program. 

My legislation does not intend to pre-
scribe the specific type or method of 
country-of-origin label that must be 
used on covered commodities. The 
means by which the country-of-origin 
is designated may differ on a com-
modity-by-commodity basis. For exam-
ple, an affixed-label may designate the 
country-of-origin of a steak or package 
of ground beef, while a sign on a hold-
ing bin may indicate the country-of-or-
igin of fruit or vegetables. The section 
provides examples by which the coun-
try-of-origin of a covered commodity 
may be provided at the retail-level, in-
cluding a label, stamp, mark, placard, 
or other clear visible sign on the cov-
ered commodity or on the package, dis-
play, holding unit, or bin containing 
the covered commodity at the final 
point of sale to consumers. For pur-
poses of consistency and equitable na-
tional treatment, I encourage the Sec-
retary to work with industry to create 
a label that includes the country-of-or-
igin and the commodity. For example, 
a cut of beef to be labeled as a product 
of the United States may be labeled, 
‘‘United States beef.’’ Similarly, a to-
mato from Mexico may be labeled 
‘‘Mexican tomato.’’ 

With respect to the type or method of 
country-of-origin label to be applied or 
used for covered commodities, the Sec-
retary is encouraged to seek input 
from producer and farm organizations, 
consumers and consumer groups, and 
industry and businesses affected by the 
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section. The Secretary shall attempt to 
create a labeling program that is easy- 
to-understand and as uniform as pos-
sible for like commodities to be cov-
ered under the labeling requirement. 
Furthermore, retailers and those re-
sponsible for country-of-origin labeling 
are encouraged to develop labels that 
are legible, noticeable, uniform, and 
easy-to-understand for consumers. 

My legislation gives the Secretary 
discretion to work with those respon-
sible for tracking the origin of items 
and for designating the country-of-ori-
gin to develop a system that meets the 
intent of the section in an efficient and 
convenient manner. I recognize that 
USDA must develop a system by which 
to verify the origin of animals for 
country-of-origin labeling to be effec-
tive. The section provides the Sec-
retary with the authority to require a 
verifiable record keeping audit trail to 
help verify origin, as well as a require-
ment that anyone engaged in supplying 
a covered commodity to a retailer 
must provide information indicating 
the origin of the covered commodity. 
For the retailer to know the country- 
of-origin of a covered commodity, and 
for the Secretary to enforce this sec-
tion, all participants and businesses af-
fected by this Section should cooperate 
to develop this verifiable record-keep-
ing audit trail. 

However, especially concerning meat 
labeling, it is not necessary to impose 
a mandatory animal identification pro-
gram in order to implement country- 
of-origin labeling because proven mod-
els already exist within USDA to verify 
the country-of-origin or birth of ani-
mals for various purposes. One such 
model is the quality grade certification 
system that signifies the quality grade 
of certain meat cuts, such as USDA 
‘‘choice,’’ ‘‘prime,’’ or ‘‘select’’. The 
USDA stated in a report ‘‘The Benefits/ 
Cost Analysis of Mandatory Country of 
Origin Labeling’’ released in 2000 that 
the Agricultural Marketing Service, 
AMS, and industry could model this 
certification program to implement 
country-of-origin meat labeling. Addi-
tional models that can be applied in-
clude the existing voluntary country- 
of-origin labeling program for beef, 
which uses an affidavit to verify origin, 
‘‘Certified Angus Beef’’ and similar 
programs that USDA implements to 
aid industry in promoting certain meat 
cuts for breed, the National School 
Lunch Program, and the Market Ac-
cess Program, MAP. USDA has effec-
tively administered these existing pro-
grams. Therefore, I intend for the Sec-
retary to capitalize upon these existing 
programs rather than creating a new 
mandatory animal identification sys-
tem in order to verify origin. The pro-
grams used by USDA were listed in the 
section to serve as models for the de-
partment, producers, packers, retail-
ers, and others to ensure the proper im-
plementation of mandatory country-of- 
origin labeling. 

Moreover, USDA Health Certificates 
issued by the Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service, APHIS, ensures the 
tracking of all imported animals for 
slaughter without the need for a man-
datory, animal identification system. 
By law, no animal may be imported 
into the United States without being 
accompanied by a USDA-APHIS health 
certificate. The application form for 
this certificate requires documentation 
as to the origin of the animal(s) being 
imported into the United States. The 
record keeping system applied for 
tracking imports may be helpful to the 
Secretary in carrying out this section. 

It is also my understanding that 
many livestock auction markets and 
sale barns in the United States have re-
quested individuals selling cattle or 
other ruminant animals to sign affida-
vits verifying that the cattle were not 
fed mammalian parts, so as to ensure 
cattle buyers and customers that those 
cattle will not contract Bovine 
Spongiform Encephalopathy, BSE or 
mad cow disease. The Secretary is en-
couraged to determine if this system of 
tracking animals for prevention of the 
spread of BSE may work similarly for 
keeping records for country-of-origin. 

I intend that the enforcement of this 
section be implemented in a most rea-
sonable fashion, so as to accommodate 
unintentional violations with the pro-
gram. As such, the section provides the 
Secretary with the authority to first 
issue a warning to a retailer violating 
the section, rather than a fine. For ex-
ample, on the first occasion a retailer 
is found out of compliance with the la-
beling requirement, the Secretary may 
notify or warn the retailer in writing, 
and provide the retailer 30 days in 
which to take steps to comply with the 
labeling requirement. If subsequent to 
the 30 day period the Secretary deter-
mines that the retailer has willfully 
continued to violate the section, the 
Secretary must provide notice and op-
portunity for a hearing with respect to 
the violation before any further en-
forcement action can be taken. Fi-
nally, after such steps are taken, and a 
retailer remains in violation of the la-
beling requirement, the Secretary may 
fine the retailer in an amount deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

In the case of enforcement, I intend 
that the Secretary take into account 
the special circumstances of small 
businesses affected by this section. I 
recognize that this new program and 
its requirements may require some 
time and complexity to comply with, 
especially for small businesses, there-
fore, the Secretary is encouraged to co-
operate with any small business af-
fected by this section so that the re-
quirements are understandable, reason-
able, and simple. Small businesses may 
need additional assistance to comply 
with this section, therefore, I encour-
age the Secretary to take into consid-
eration these and other special cir-
cumstances which may make it dif-
ficult for small businesses to meet the 
requirements. Furthermore, to the 
maximum extent practicable, the Sec-
retary shall enter into partnerships 
with States to enforce this section. 

Finally, I intend for the Secretary to 
promulgate such regulations that are 
necessary to implement the labeling 
requirements under this section as 
soon as possible. The Secretary may be 
under pressure from opponents to coun-
try-of-origin labeling to delay the im-
plementation of this section. Those of 
us who wrote this legislation and 
worked hard to enact it will make sure 
that this section is implemented in an 
expeditious fashion, without unneces-
sary delay. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President I am 
a strong supporter of the American 
farmer. I represent the largest farm 
State in this Nation and I believe in 
protecting the family farmer and help-
ing to provide for rural America. 

California’s farm economy produces 
approximately $30 billion annually and 
I take pride in the great number and 
vast diversity of crops the State pro-
duces. 

From the vegetables in the Imperial 
Valley to the dairy farms in the Cen-
tral Valley and the wineries of Napa 
Valley, the State of California pro-
duces more of what goes on America’s 
dinner table than anywhere else. 

In March, I visited the great Central 
Valley of California to hear what my 
constituents had to say about the agri-
cultural policy we craft here in Wash-
ington, DC. 

I heard how much farmers depend on 
the programs in the farm bill and I am 
pleased that the Senate will be voting 
on the farm bill conference report 
today. Even though I have some con-
cerns about what is in the conference 
report and this is by no means a per-
fect bill, I will vote to send this legisla-
tion to the President’s desk because 
virtually every California farm and nu-
trition group has lined up to support it. 

However, I want to highlight my seri-
ous concern over an egregious ethanol 
program in this farm bill that was in-
cluded at the last minute in con-
ference. 

Mr. President, only 2 weeks ago the 
Senate passed a terrible energy bill 
that mandates three times the amount 
of ethanol we produce in our fuel sup-
ply. Now after mandating a market for 
ethanol in the energy bill we are pro-
viding billions of dollars in subsidies to 
corn farmers in this farm bill. 

On top of the subsidies to the corn 
growers in the Midwest, and the man-
dated market for ethanol, and high 
trade barriers that protect the domes-
tic ethanol industry, now, in a provi-
sion in this farm bill, we will be sub-
sidizing the expansion of ethanol pro-
duction through the ‘‘Bioenergy Pro-
gram.’’ 

Many may wonder what the Bio-
energy Program is. The Bioenergy Pro-
gram, created in 2000 by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, provides cash pay-
ments to promote additional produc-
tion of ethanol and biodiesel. Bio-
energy includes: Ethanol, made mostly 
from corn; and biodiesel, made mostly 
from soybeans. 
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Congress has never authorized this 

program until now. The farm bill au-
thorizes spending $150 million annually 
over the next 4 years for a total au-
thorization of $600 million. The Con-
gressional Budget Office anticipates 
that the program will not be fully sub-
scribed and therefore scores the pro-
gram lower at $204 million. 

Essentially, the Bioenergy Program 
pays subsidies to firms when they pur-
chase additional corn to make more 
ethanol or soybeans to make more bio-
diesel. For example, if a company in-
creases its ethanol production by 1,000 
gallons, the government will reimburse 
the firm $320 for the additional corn it 
took to make these 1,000 gallons of eth-
anol. 

At best, this is an incentive to help 
small ethanol producers expand their 
production of ethanol. At worst, this is 
another government payout to ethanol 
firms like ADM to subsidize corn they 
would buy anyway to make their prod-
uct. 

In 2001, 26 ethanol firms, all based in 
the Midwest, received payments from 
USDA under the Bioenergy Program. 
Archers Daniels Midland received the 
most, $7.5 million out of $32.7 million 
in total payments or 23 percent of the 
overall amount. Under the Bioenergy 
Program authorized in the farm bill, 
ADM will continue to be eligible to re-
ceive $7.5 million each year for the 
next 4 years, a total of $30 million by 
2006. ADM has sales of over $20 billion 
annually, yet under this Bioenergy 
Program, the government is sub-
sidizing its expansion and growth. 

Consider the following: 
No. 1. The Government already sub-

sidizes farmers who grow corn, which is 
used to make ethanol. 

No. 2. The Government subsidizes 
producers of ethanol by giving firms a 
5.3 cent ‘‘tax break’’ from the 18.4 cent 
per gallon tax on gasoline. 

No. 3. In the recent energy bill, the 
Senate mandated a market for ethanol 
that will force three times the amount 
we produce into the fuel supply by 2012. 

No. 4. Domestic ethanol producers 
are protected from foreign competition 
by a high 54-cent per gallon trade bar-
rier. 

No. 5. On top of all this, why is Con-
gress subsidizing ethanol producers to 
expand? 

There is new information on the en-
vironmental and health impact of eth-
anol. 

During the debate on the energy bill, 
I mentioned that I have grave concerns 
about the long-term effects of nearly 
tripling the amount of ethanol in our 
gasoline supply because the impact on 
the environment and public health is 
largely unknown. 

Although the scientific opinion is not 
unanimous, existing evidence suggests 
that: one, reformulated gasoline with 
ethanol produces more smog pollution 
than reformulated gas without it; and 
two, ethanol enables the toxic chemi-
cals in gasoline to seep further into 
groundwater and even faster than con-
ventional gasoline. 

And this week new evidence from the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
casts an even darker shadow on 
ethanol’s environmental record. A let-
ter was made public this week dis-
closing that toxic emissions from eth-
anol plants appear more dangerous 
than previously thought. 

I wish we had known about EPA’s re-
cent testing of ethanol plant emissions 
while the Senate was debating the eth-
anol mandate in the Senate Energy 
Bill. 

I would like to insert this letter for 
the RECORD and read from it. 

The letter is to Bob Dinneen, presi-
dent of the Renewable Fuels Associa-
tion, the ethanol lobby. It is from Ste-
phen Rothblatt, the head of EPA’s air 
and radiation division in Region 5. Re-
gion 5 covers part of the Midwest. 

The letter begins: 
Recent testing performed at several eth-

anol production facilities indicates emis-
sions of volatile organic compounds and car-
bon monoxide many times greater than that 
stated by the companies in the permitting 
process. 

This finding by EPA raises new ques-
tions about the harm ethanol can cause 
the environment. Previously, emissions 
from ethanol plants were thought to be 
relatively benign. Under current law, 
ethanol plants are not considered 
‘‘major sources’’ of volatile organic 
compound, VOC, emissions and they 
face a less stringent permitting proc-
ess. 

However, the recent findings alluded 
to by EPA in this letter indicate that 
ethanol plants may now be major 
sources of VOC emissions and therefore 
subject to a more stringent permitting 
process. VOC emissions are of great 
concern because they contribute to the 
formation of ozone, the main compo-
nent of smog. 

And these new findings are not con-
fined to one or two plants. The letter 
indicates that emissions of carbon 
monoxide, methanol, formaldehyde, 
acetic acid, and other carcinogens at 
levels many times greater than the 
plant permits allow ‘‘are not unique to 
the tested facilities, but rather com-
mon to most, if not all, ethanol facili-
ties.’’ 

In response to this letter from EPA, 
I wrote Administrator Whitman and I 
would like to include the two letters I 
sent yesterday in the RECORD. 

I have asked the Administrator why 
the agency’s findings did not surface 
until this week, and I asked EPA to re-
port on the increase in emissions we 
can expect from ethanol plants if we 
triple the amount of ethanol that needs 
to be produced, as the Senate Energy 
Bill would require. 

I am also particularly concerned 
about a part in the letter that men-
tions EPA’s desire to ‘‘quickly address 
both State and Federal concerns and 
resolve them on terms most favorable 
to the industry.’’ Why would EPA want 
to resolve this on terms most favorable 
to the industry when it is children, the 
elderly, and people with respiratory 

problems who will suffer most from 
these harmful emissions? 

It appears EPA is attempting to pla-
cate the ethanol industry because in-
stead of enforcing the Clean Air Act by 
citing the ethanol plants for violations, 
EPA is trying to meet with ethanol in-
dustry representatives to resolve the 
matter quietly. 

I am concerned that the EPA will not 
crackdown on ethanol plants forcefully 
because, according to this letter, the 
agency’s primary goal is to satisfy the 
industry and not the public interest. 

I hope the EPA will be able to com-
plete a full scientific and health study 
on the impact of these ethanol plant 
emissions on the air we breathe. And I 
hope the agency will be forthcoming 
with the scientific results that led to 
this April 24th letter. 

I believe the testing conducted by the 
Region 5 office raises important ques-
tions on the health and environmental 
consequences of more ethanol produc-
tion and use. 

It is clear to me that there is a lot 
about ethanol we do not know yet. I 
am very concerned about the mandate 
we passed in the energy bill. 

I am also concerned about this egre-
gious provision in the farm bill that 
pays ethanol producers like ADM to 
buy more corn. This provision is unac-
ceptable and I would hope that in the 
future when we authorize new ethanol 
programs, they are the subject of ex-
tensive hearings and debate, not just 
slipped into the conference report 
without notice. 

Having said all this, I would just like 
to take a few moments to highlight the 
provisions in the farm bill that will 
benefit California and explain why I 
support this legislation. 

First, I want to thank the chairman 
and ranking member of the Agriculture 
Committee who have spend a tremen-
dous amount of time on this bill. And 
I want to thank all the members of the 
Conference Committee who spent the 
last three months hashing out the dif-
ferences between the House and Senate 
bill. 

Mr. President, this farm bill will help 
provide economic stability for pro-
ducers, make farmers and ranchers 
more competitive in world markets, 
and give needed assistance to rural 
areas. 

For California commodity crops like 
rice, cotton, and wheat, the farm bill 
provides loan rates and fixed direct 
payments to provide an effective safety 
net for our producers. Growers, lenders, 
and rural areas of California have anx-
iously been waiting for the farm bill to 
be signed into law. This bill will allevi-
ate a great deal of uncertainty for com-
modity producers. 

I am also pleased that this farm bill 
will increase conservation funding by 
$17.1 billion over the next decade. Cali-
fornia will make great use of the pro-
grams authorized in this farm bill to 
enhance wild habitat, create new wet-
lands, clean up farm runoff, and curb 
suburban sprawl. 
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For growers of California’s fruits, 

vegetables, and nuts there are funding 
increases for the purchase of speciality 
crops, including $94 million for apples, 
and more funding for the Market Ac-
cess Program. 

MAP funds are sought by many Cali-
fornia growers to develop markets for 
their products overseas. 

I am happy to report that funding for 
the Market Access Program, MAP, will 
be authorized well above the current 
level of $90 million annually. MAP 
funding will be ramped up to $200 mil-
lion by 2006. Dollar for dollar MAP 
funding is one of the best uses of 
money in this farm bill. 

For California dairy farmers, the bill 
extends the milk price support pro-
gram through 2006 at $9.90 per hundred-
weight. 

One of the most controversial parts 
of the farm bill throughout this debate 
has been the dairy section. The origi-
nal Senate bill agreed to in the Agri-
culture Committee was drafted to ben-
efit Northeastern dairy farmers at the 
expense of California and other States. 
This so-called ‘‘national pooling’’ pro-
posal would have cost California dairy 
farmers $1.5 billion over 9 years and 
driven up prices for consumers by $1.5 
billion over 9 years. 

After a great deal of negotiation in 
the Senate and again in conference, I 
believe we have achieved something 
California dairy farmers can live with. 
We could not get everything we want-
ed, but dairy groups in California are 
supportive of the provisions in the bill. 

For example, Michael Marsh, CEO of 
Western United Dairymen writes, 
‘‘This bill has received more than a 
year of debate. The conferees worked 
hard to balance the needs of diverse ag-
ricultural interests and produce a con-
sensus bill. We believe the bill is equi-
table and balanced.’’ 

The farm bill funds research at $1.3 
billion over the next 10 years to com-
bat pest and disease threats and to 
stimulate scientific advances in agri-
culture. California is at the forefront of 
advances in agricultural research and 
the State will benefit greatly from the 
research funding in this bill. 

For example, the Initiative for Fu-
ture Agriculture and Food Systems 
program is authorized at an average of 
$200 million annually. 

This program awards research grants 
to California universities such as UC 
Davis on a competitive basis and usu-
ally a large percentage of the funding 
goes to California research labs and 
projects. 

The farm bill provides $6.4 billion for 
nutrition. For California, nutrition 
groups estimate this legislation will 
deliver more than $1.7 billion to food 
stamp recipients in the State. 

The farm bill also simplifies the food 
stamp program and restores benefits to 
legal immigrants. By making all legal 
immigrant children eligible for food 
stamps and making adult legal immi-
grants eligible for food stamps after 
they have resided in the United States 

for 5 years, California will be relieved 
of some of the costs shifted to the 
State after the 1996 welfare reform bill. 

The following groups are among 
those who have written to me to ask 
that I support this farm bill: the Cali-
fornia Farm Bureau; National Con-
ference of State Legislatures; Cali-
fornia Citrus Mutual; Western United 
Dairymen; the Alliance of Western 
Milk Producers; California Food Policy 
Advocates; the California Grape & Tree 
Fruit League; United Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Association; the California 
Strawberry Commission; Calcot—the 
major cooperative representing Cali-
fornia and Arizona cotton growers; the 
California Rice Commission; the Sac-
ramento Central Labor Council AFL- 
CIO; the Milk Producers Council; the 
Nature Conservancy; National Farmers 
Union; the Children’s Defense Fund; 
and many of the major food banks in 
California. 

I believe this broad support dem-
onstrates that the farm bill conferees 
were able to reach adequate com-
promises on most issues. 

I would also like to highlight a few 
special provisions for California that 
the conferees agreed to: 

No. 1. The farm bill includes provi-
sion to strengthen produce smuggling 
penalties. 

The conference report included lan-
guage from a bill I introduced last year 
to strengthen penalties for criminal 
violations of plant smuggling laws. 
This provision in the farm bill con-
ference report will protect agriculture 
from the invasion of foreign species by 
strengthening criminal penalties for 
organized smuggling of fruits, plants, 
and vegetables into the United States. 
Under current law, violators are 
charged low fines for violating plant 
smuggling laws—simply a minor cost 
of doing business, not an effective de-
terrent. 

No. 2. The farm bill includes provi-
sion to give the Secretary of Agri-
culture the authority to reallocate 
sugar export quota shortfalls. 

The conference report includes a 
compromise worked out with Senator 
HARKIN, Senator LUGAR, and Senator 
BREAUX that would give the Secretary 
of Agriculture the option to reallocate 
any shortfall in exported sugar from 
supplying countries to other nations 
that would export more sugar cane to 
the United States. 

This may help C&H Sugar, a strug-
gling refinery in Crockett, CA, obtain 
more sugar cane from abroad to refine. 
In the past, C&H has had to tempo-
rarily shutdown and lay off some of its 
workers because they do not have 
enough sugar cane to refine. This is a 
small step, but it may help some. 

No. 3. The farm bill includes provi-
sion extending a crop insurance pilot 
program to California. 

The farm bill conference report in-
cludes a provision to allow California 
growers to qualify for Adjusted Gross 
Revenue Crop Insurance—a unique risk 
management tool provided by USDA to 

give producers a ‘‘self-help’’ option of 
insuring a potion of their farm income. 
Adjusted Gross Revenue Crop Insur-
ance provides protection against low 
revenue due to unavoidable catas-
trophes. 

The program was first made available 
on a pilot basis in 1999. This year is the 
fourth year the program has been 
available and now California will join 
17 other States where the program is 
currently offered. This program will 
benefit California specialty crop pro-
ducers. 

No. 4. The farm bill includes provi-
sion to allow California to grow, refine, 
and market sugar cane. 

The conference report includes a pro-
vision that will allow California to join 
Hawaii, Texas, Louisiana, and Florida 
as a State with a sugarcane allocation. 
Growers in the Imperial Valley in Cali-
fornia have been growing sugar cane 
for about 4 years now with the hopes 
they would be able to revive the area’s 
stagnant industry. California farmers 
will now be able to grow, refine, and 
market sugarcane—adding to the 
State’s great and diverse agricultural 
production. 

Although this farm bill is far from a 
perfect bill, I am supporting it because 
I believe sending it back to conference 
would be counterproductive. Our farm-
ers need a farm bill now and I believe 
this legislation will be well received in 
agricultural areas across this nation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
aforementioned letters be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 7, 2002. 

Hon. CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN, 
Administrator, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, Washington, DC. 

DEAR ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN: I was sur-
prised to read that the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) called for a meeting 
this week with ethanol industry officials to 
discuss findings by the agency that factories 
that convert corn into the ethanol are re-
leasing carbon monoxide, methanol, form-
aldehyde, acetic acid, and carcinogens at lev-
els many times greater than previously 
thought. 

It is interesting to me that EPA’s study 
into these harmful ethanol emissions was 
disclosed in an April 24 letter to the indus-
try’s trade group, yet the correspondence 
was not made public until this week. Why 
the delay? I am also concerned that the EPA 
might use the unusual forum of an industry 
meeting to cut a special deal for the ethanol 
industry outside the regular EPA process of 
plant investigations for emissions violations. 

I believe that the science is pretty clear 
that the environmental record on ethanol is 
mixed and smog increases as a product of 
more ethanol use. 

Therefore, based on the new information 
from EPA that ‘‘most, if not all, ethanol fa-
cilities’’ and releasing carbon monoxide, 
methanol, formaldehyde, acetic acid, and 
carcinogens, I would like to ask how much 
these toxins will be increased across the 
United States if we triple the amount of eth-
anol currently produced—the scenario man-
dated by recent passage of the Senate En-
ergy Bill. Since this energy legislation is 
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now being considered in a conference com-
mittee, I am asking for an expedited re-
sponse from your agency. 

Thank you for your immediate attention 
to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 7, 2002. 

Hon. CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN, 
Administrator, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, NW, Washington, DC. 

DEAR ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN: To follow 
up on my earlier letter today, I am writing 
to request that the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) provide my office with 
the scientific data from the recent tests per-
formed on several ethanol facilities by your 
Region 5 office. 

I would like to know more specifically 
what EPA has discovered about carbon mon-
oxide, methanol, formaldehyde, acetic acid, 
and other carcinogenic emissions from eth-
anol plants. 

I am also particularly concerned that your 
agency has chosen to remedy these harmful 
ethanol emissions by meeting only with in-
dustry representatives. The April 24th letter 
from EPA to the Renewable Fuels Associa-
tion invites ethanol industry representatives 
to meet and says, ‘‘this approach can give 
certainty to the industry by quickly address-
ing both state and federal concerns and re-
solving them on terms most favorable to the 
industry.’’ Why would EPA want to address 
this on terms most favorable to the industry 
when it is children, the elderly, and people 
with respiratory problems who will suffer 
most from these harmful emissions? 

Please send me the ‘‘stack tests’’ that led 
to the April 24th letter as soon as possible. 
Thank you for your immediate attention to 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN. 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY, REGION 5, 

Chicago, IL, April 24, 2002. 
BOB DINNEEN, 
President, Renewable Fuels Association, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. DINNEEN: Recent testing per-

formed at several ethanol production facili-
ties indicates emissions of volatile organic 
compounds and carbon monoxide many times 
greater than that stated by the companies in 
the permitting process. As a result, we be-
lieve that these facilities were not properly 
permitted and controlled with respect to a 
number of pollutants as they were initially 
constructed or modified. We expect that this 
circumstance is not unique to the tested fa-
cilities, but rather is common to most, if not 
all, ethanol facilities. 

Normally, U.S. EPA would remedy the vio-
lations at each of these facilities, individ-
ually, through a lengthy period of informa-
tion-gathering followed by the traditional 
enforcement process. By this letter, we 
would like to invite representatives of the 
Renewable Fuels Association and Region 5 
ethanol production facilities to attend a 
brief meeting on May 6, 2002 from 1:00–3:00 
pm at our Chicago office on the 3rd floor in 
Room 328 for the purpose of gauging your in-
terest in exploring an expedited resolution to 
these issues. We feel that this approach can 
give certainty to the industry by quickly ad-
dressing both state and federal concerns and 
resolving them on terms most favorable to 
the industry. 

We expect that this initial meeting will 
last no more than two (2) hours and will con-
sist of a presentation, by the regulatory 
agencies, which describes the issues and our 

proposed path toward resolution. If you have 
any questions, Ms. Cynthia King, of our Of-
fice of Regional Counsel, can be reached at 
(312) 886–6831. 

Very Truly Yours, 
STEPHEN ROTHBLATT. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 2646, the Farm Se-
curity Act of 2002. 

This is the first time in my congres-
sional career that I have been unable 
to support a farm bill. I voted for the 
Freedom to Farm Act in 1996. And I 
supported the farm bill before that— 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990. Many of my good 
friends support this bill, people I ad-
mire and trust. This is not an easy de-
cision for me, but I sincerely believe it 
is the right decision. 

There are a number of problems with 
this conference report. First, it reflects 
a fundamental shift in federal agri-
culture policy, such a dramatic shift 
that I believe will only confuse our 
farmers and eventually lead to more 
problems for rural America. 

For years, federal agriculture policy 
has called for farmers to look more to 
the free market and away from govern-
ment dependence. Going back to the 
Freedom to Farm Act, we have at-
tempted to direct agriculture toward a 
market-oriented footing by reducing 
subsidies, cutting regulations and giv-
ing farmers more incentives and flexi-
bility to plant crops that would allow 
them to make a decent living. 

I’ll be honest in admitting that the 
Federal Government has not done 
enough to keep up its end of the bar-
gain—so far. We haven’t cut the regu-
latory burden quickly enough, and we 
need to do better when it comes to 
passing improvements to the trade 
laws that open new foreign markets to 
our farmers. But that is no reason now 
to begin moving backwards, to turn the 
tractor 180 degrees in the opposite di-
rection. We are on the verge of passing 
fast track legislation in Congress, and 
the new administration is clearly more 
disposed toward easing the regulatory 
burden our farmers bear. Things are 
now moving in the right direction. 

However, the conference report be-
fore us completely undermines current 
agriculture policy by drastically in-
creasing subsidies and turning back the 
clock toward the days when farmers 
were more dependent on the federal 
government than their own ingenuity. 

I believe this will prove to be con-
fusing to our farmers, and the lack of 
coherent federal farm policy will in the 
long run only lead to more uncertainty 
and problems for our agricultural com-
munities. Because we know that Amer-
ican farmers produce the best crops in 
the world, we have for years preached 
the need to move away from subsidies 
and regulations and toward the hope 
and opportunity of the free market. If 
we pass this conference report today, 
the signal we send to rural America 
will be mixed and counterproductive, 
and only lead it to wonder what sort of 
helter-skelter policy flip-flops Congress 
will make next. 

In hard times, farmers need help. We 
all know that. But instead of simply 
getting out the Federal Government’s 
checkbook, the better solution is to 
empower farmers and rural commu-
nities, not to encourage them to be-
come more dependent on a Federal 
Government that can’t seem to decide 
from one day to the next what it’s agri-
culture policy is going to be. 

I also worry that this bill will con-
tribute to the decline of the family 
farm. Instead of focusing on the small 
farmer who needs our help the most, 
this legislation contains too many fa-
vors for the big producers at the ex-
pense of the little guys. For instance, 
when the Senate passed its initial 
version of this legislation, it capped at 
$275,000 the amount of government sup-
port that any producer could receive. 
Now the conference report not only in-
creases that amount to $360,000, it con-
tains so many loopholes that the ac-
tual ceiling is closer to $2.5 million. 

That’s outrageous. By one estimate I 
have seen, 10 percent of the growers 
will be eligible to receive over 2⁄3 of the 
support generated by this legislation. 
Considering that in Kentucky the aver-
age size of our farm is 150 acres and 
most produce less than $10,000 in in-
come, this bill does not do my State 
that much good. The big guys and the 
corporate farms don’t need our help; 
they’re doing just fine. Now when we 
have the opportunity to help our fam-
ily farms, this bill falls short. 

I am also very concerned about the 
spiraling costs of this bill. Plain and 
simple, it’s a budget-buster. According 
to the Congressional Budget Office, 
this bill represents a 70 percent in-
crease over current projections for ag-
riculture spending over the next ten 
years—74 billion in all. Many of the 
subsidy rates in the bill are pegged at 
10 percent annual increases. These 
price hikes are simply not sustainable 
or wise at a time when we are unfortu-
nately facing in the 2002 fiscal year a 
budget deficit of $100 billion. 

If we are going to balance the budget 
and restore fiscal discipline to the fed-
eral budget, all of us have to bear part 
of the load. Obviously, we cannot make 
up the entire budget deficit on the 
backs of farmers and our rural commu-
nities. But at the same time it would 
be unfair not to ask for at least a mod-
icum of fiscal responsibility in this 
bill. 

Additionally, there are problems 
with the fantastic complexity in this 
bill. As my colleague, Senator LUGAR, 
pointed out yesterday, the loan and 
payment formulae in this legislation 
are mind-numbingly complex, so com-
plicated that the legislators who wrote 
the final version of the bill often can-
not agree on exactly how they work. If 
the bean counters in Washington are 
having a hard time figuring them out, 
I know there are going to be serious 
problems when we try to implement 
this legislation in the real world. 

I know that the Farm Service Agen-
cies in Kentucky and throughout the 
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land are filled with fine folks who do a 
good job. But the payment schemes in 
this farm bill are so intricate that I am 
not sure anyone will be able to make 
them work, let alone the staff at the 
FSA who are already overworked and 
understaffed. In recent years, we have 
seen the closing of many FSA offices 
around the country, especially in Ken-
tucky. And we know that the USDA is 
looking to close more. To now turn 
around and ask these officials to do 
even more with less is unfair to them, 
unfair to our farmers and likely to lead 
to more consternation and worse farm 
policy. If our farmers do not already 
have agribusiness advisors, they are 
going to hire them just to sort through 
what payments they are and are not el-
igible to receive under this legislation. 

On a personal note, I am also bitterly 
disappointed that this legislation does 
not include specific help for the Ken-
tucky thoroughbred industry. Over the 
past several years, our breeders have 
grappled with devastation caused by 
Mare Reproductive Loss Syndrome 
(MRLS). In Kentucky, we have many, 
many small thoroughbred operations, 
who are all hoping to catch lightning 
in a bottle and to win the Derby. But, 
sadly, many of these farms have suf-
fered severe setbacks because of MRLS. 
The House proposal provided loans for 
small producers affected by MRLS. The 
final bill does not. That is a bitter pill 
that I cannot swallow. 

I am afraid that this bill plays a 
cruel joke on our farmers. On the one 
hand, it raises price supports quickly 
and holds out the possibility of putting 
a few more dollars in their pocket in 
short run. But, on the other hand, I be-
lieve all of these extra production in-
centives will lead to so much over-
production of crops that it will eventu-
ally drive commodity prices through 
the floor and cause an income disaster 
in the long run. The legislation tells 
our farmers that they can have their 
cake and eat it too, and I just can’t in 
my heart go along with this deception. 

I do not cast this vote enthusiasti-
cally. I want a farm bill I can support. 
I want to agree with many of my 
friends in the agriculture community 
who support this conference report. 
But I cannot, in good conscience, sup-
port a bill that helps corporate farms 
at the expense of family farms. I am 
also very much afraid that this bill will 
turn out to be a nightmare for farmers. 
I hope I am wrong; I certainly do not 
wish any more trouble for my farmers 
in Kentucky. I am just afraid that this 
bill makes too many false promises 
that it cannot keep, and I cannot sup-
port legislation that I believe misleads 
Kentucky farmers. 

Over time, I think my friends in agri-
culture will realize this bill is a mis-
take and that they have been sold a 
bill of goods. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have been privileged over the past 18 
years to serve what I believe to be the 
greatest men and women on the face of 
the earth, that is the people of the 

Commonwealth of Kentucky. Serving 
the people of Kentucky means, among 
other things, looking out for the best 
interests of farm families and farming 
communities. 

When I came to Washington, my first 
priority was to become a member of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee. A 
few years later, I was able to secure a 
spot on the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee. Over these past two 
decades, I have had the good fortune to 
develop strong and close relationships 
with the men and women in Kentucky 
who work the land and who put food on 
our tables. We have worked together 
through good times and through lean 
times. Let me say that we have had 
some memorable moments and historic 
victories. In fact, some of those vic-
tories have been called ‘‘miracles’’ by 
the farmers I proudly serve. 

We will have more victories in the fu-
ture, but this year’s farm bill is not 
one of them. 

Every farm bill, because of the na-
ture of regional interests and political 
compromise, has winners and losers. 
However, I am particularly struck by 
the amount of money and the way it 
will be spent in this farm bill. Not be-
cause I do not believe the Federal Gov-
ernment has a financial role in assist-
ing our farmers and rural communities, 
I do. But because I believe the Govern-
ment’s financial role should be fair and 
equitable and based on good farm pol-
icy. Far, far too many of the Federal 
tax dollars spent in this bill, will go to 
far, far too few farmers. I don’t believe 
that is good for agriculture and I don’t 
believe it is fair for Kentucky. Here’s 
the central weakness of this bill, big 
farm operators will be made stronger 
and the small family farmer will be 
made weaker. For this reason, I cannot 
vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The winners in this farm bill include: 
Large farm conglomerates who, be-
cause of the three entity rule and com-
modity certificates, will be able to re-
ceive almost unlimited Federal pay-
ments. Big landlords are almost cer-
tain to receive far higher cash rents for 
their land. State and local govern-
ments will recoup higher property 
taxes as a result of escalating farmland 
prices. Argentina and Brazil will be 
winners because they are likely to face 
less competition from the United 
States in soybeans. Trade lawyers will 
be retained to defend the United States 
from numerous complaints in the WTO. 
And, tax specialists will be hired to 
help millionaires defer or shelter in-
comes so as to keep their adjusted 
gross income below $2.5 million per 
year so they can continue to receive 
farm subsidies. 

It is a fact that in the United States 
only 40 percent of farmers receive Fed-
eral payments under the farm bill. And 
from 1996 to 2001, the top 10 percent of 
that 40 percent received 69 percent of 
all USDA payments and the top 20 per-
cent of recipients received 85 percent of 
all payments. The remaining 80 percent 
of recipients received only 15 percent of 
all payments. 

In Kentucky, only 25 percent of our 
90,000 farms receive Federal payments 
under the farm bill. From 1996 to 2001, 
the top 10 percent of that 25 percent re-
ceived 78 percent of all payments. This 
left 90 percent of Kentucky’s farmers 
who are recipients receiving only 22 
percent of the payments. In short, 3 out 
of 4 Kentucky farms will receive al-
most no direct Federal benefit from 
this bill. 

Surprisingly this is all in a bill writ-
ten by proponents proclaiming that 
their goal in writing it was to provide 
a safety net for the small family farm. 
Yet in this farm bill, Federal subsidies 
to the largest and richest farmers are 
the hallmark of their work. These 
same proponents, who oppose ending 
the death tax, which would do more for 
the family farm than any amount of 
subsidies, write a bill that con-
centrates federal farm subsidy pay-
ments even more in the hands of very 
few large crop farmers. 

In fact, the commodity title essen-
tially tells the farmer that the market 
doesn’t matter anymore. The target 
prices now become the producer’s price 
guarantee. This policy will encourage 
over-production which, in turn, will 
lead to lower prices. This, of course, fa-
vors larger farms, because the more 
you produce the more Federal pay-
ments you receive. The more money 
you have will also enable you to pur-
chase more land to produce even more. 
This will put pressure on the smaller 
family farms to keep up. That will be 
difficult and I fear more and more fam-
ily farms in Kentucky and across 
America will eventually disappear. 

Now let us look at some of the losers. 
The U.S. taxpayer will be paying a lot 
more and receiving very little in re-
turn. American families ultimately 
will have to pay more for produce, pea-
nuts, fish and meat. Market-driven 
farm policy is taking a step backwards. 
Young and aspiring farmers will find it 
even harder to buy farmland. Cash 
renters of farmland will be faced with 
higher cash rents. 

I do commend a number of the bill’s 
provisions such as the conservation 
and rural development programs. The 
cattlemen in Kentucky will be able to 
apply for EQIP funds to make environ-
mental improvements on their ranches. 
Dairy farmers, particularly those in 
Kentucky, will benefit under a new na-
tional program. The hardwood tree 
farmers in my State also gain under 
the Conservation Reserve Program, but 
some of the most important provisions 
regarding hardwoods were deleted from 
the conference report at the last 
minute, which disappoints me. And the 
Nutrition Title makes improvements 
in our food assistance programs that 
help the neediest of our citizens. But 
these bright spots are not enough for 
me to vote for an agriculture com-
modity policy that overwhelmingly 
benefits the larger farm operators at 
the expense of the small family farm. 

I find myself in agreement with some 
of my colleagues on the House side. 
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Congressmen JOHN BOEHNER (R–OH) 
and CAL DOOLEY (D–CA), both members 
of the Agriculture Committee and the 
Farm Bill Conference who voted 
against the conference report, stated 
that ‘‘On the whole, this bill ignores 
the lessons of the past and the truth of 
the free market. It represents the most 
sweeping non-military expansion of the 
Federal Government since the Great 
Society and will create more problems 
than it will solve.’’ 

I also agree with editorials in some of 
the newspapers across the country and 
in my State which have roundly criti-
cized this farm bill. The Bowling Green 
Daily News editorial had this headline: 
‘‘It’s Good Ole Politics Down On The 
Farm,’’ observing it’s just election 
year politics deciding how our tax dol-
lars are being spent. And the Kentucky 
Post/Cincinnati Post called the bill 
‘‘Congressional Hogwash.’’ The New 
York Times, with whom I don’t usually 
agree, stated that ‘‘The farm bill 
agreed to by a House-Senate Con-
ference Committee last week is a re-
grettable reversion to some of the 
worst policies of the past.’’ Even the 
Wall Street Journal called it ‘‘one of 
the porkiest farm bills in history . . .’’. 

Other opponents of this bill include: 
Senators PAT ROBERTS, RICHARD 
LUGAR, CHARLES GRASSLEY, and CHUCK 
HAGEL, all strong supporters of Amer-
ican agriculture; the Center for Rural 
Affairs; the Organization for a Com-
petitive Marketplace; the Sierra Club; 
the Environmental Working Group; En-
vironmental Defense; the Humane So-
ciety; and the editorial board of the 
Washington Post. 

During an election year it’s not un-
common for politicians to hold their 
noses and vote for expediency. I could 
just vote yes and try not to upset any-
one, because there will be many in 
Kentucky who will disagree with my 
vote. I cannot in good conscience say 
to my farmers, the overwhelming num-
ber of whom operate small family 
farms, that I believe this farm bill 
would be good for them in the long run. 
I don’t. 

I am therefore going to oppose this 
farm bill because it spends too much on 
too few, sets U.S. agriculture policy 
back 10 years by taking the forces of 
the market-place out of agriculture, 
probably violates our trade agree-
ments, and most importantly I believe 
it hurts the small family farm, and 
therefore rural Kentucky. 

To understand my decision on this 
farm bill, you have to understand the 
nature of the Kentucky farmer. We are 
proud to have more than 90,000 farms in 
our State. These farms, however, are 
not large farms. They are not the 
large, plantation-style farms managed 
and controlled by corporate boards. 
The average farm in Kentucky is 151 
acres and is dwarfed by the size of the 
average 434 acre farm in the United 
States. These are the family farmers 
that I look out for and fight for every 
day. 

It is these small family farms, that I 
believe are ultimately shortchanged by 

this bill, a bill that will put the gov-
ernment in charge of America’s farms, 
cost roughly $180 billion over 10 years 
during a time of war and growing budg-
et deficits, increase subsidies by 70 per-
cent, including America’s first national 
dairy subsidy, and funnel the bulk of 
those subsidies to a handful of large 
corporate farms. 

This farm bill may be good politics, 
but it’s terrible policy. It will serve 
some farmers in Kentucky, but not 
enough. For those reasons, I have no 
choice but to vote no. 

HARDWOOD FORESTRY 
Mr. President, hardwood forests and 

related industries comprise one of the 
lead agricultural commodities in my 
State of Kentucky. I was pleased that 
versions of the farm bill considered by 
the Senate Agriculture Committee in-
cluded incentives for expansion of 
hardwood acreage in Kentucky and 
throughout the United States. Particu-
larly, I was pleased to have helped de-
velop provisions in the Conservation 
Reserve Program recognizing hardwood 
forests for their unparalleled conserva-
tion value. Hardwood forests are one of 
our Nation’s greatest naturally renew-
able resources providing a diverse land-
scape for wildlife, soil conservation, 
and improvements in water and air 
quality. And the aesthetic value of 
trees with seasonal changes in foliage 
cannot be disputed among tourists and 
our constituents enjoying their sur-
rounding landscapes. 

Unfortunately, in the final hours of 
the House-Senate Conference the in-
centives for hardwood forestry were 
scaled back with no opportunity for re- 
consideration, and in my opinion, no 
justification. In reviewing the final 
conference report, I was particularly 
concerned to see that an uncontentious 
provision with no financial impact was 
removed. This provision would have in-
structed the Secretary of Agriculture 
to ‘‘take such steps as may be nec-
essary to ensure that all hardwood 
sites annually enrolled in the conserva-
tion reserve program are reforested 
with hardwood species appropriate for 
the site being planted, and that the 
highest possible enrollment priority 
and conservation value is assigned to 
hardwood sites being offered for plant-
ing with hardwood species’’. 

I state my strong support for this 
hardwood target within the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as one of 
seven conferees representing the Sen-
ate, I rise today to speak in support of 
the conference report and urge my col-
leagues to vote in support of this bill. 
This farm bill will assist America’s 
family farmers, expand economic op-
portunity in rural communities, 
strengthen programs to protect the en-
vironment and improve the nutritional 
safety net for low-income Americans. 
But one aspect of this new bill that 
makes it historic is the fact that, for 
the first time in a long, long, time, 
dairy farmers across our nation will 
have an adequate safety net that they 

can count to provide income support 
should prices remain low. 

The national dairy program in this 
bill represents a carefully crafted com-
promise between many competing in-
terests. First, it is a compromise 
among those regions of the country 
who support dairy compacts and those 
that don’t. It’s no secret that I would 
have preferred an extension of the 
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact. It 
cost taxpayers nothing. After Members 
of Congress from other regions and the 
opposition of President Bush and Vice 
President CHENEY blocked these ef-
forts, the Vermont Congressional Dele-
gation—against great odds, but joined 
by allies from across the nation—urged 
creation of a national dairy program as 
a compromise. What we came up with 
is a new national dairy program that 
will provide cash assistance to dairy 
farmers comparable to what dairy 
farmers from Vermont and other New 
England States received under the 
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact. 

There should be no doubt that what 
the conferees intended was for USDA 
to implement this program in a man-
ner as similar to the compact as pos-
sible. Indeed, the formula for deter-
mining the monthly payments is near-
ly identical to the formula used under 
the Compact—it even is based on the 
price of Class I fluid milk in Boston. 

The Statement of Managers summa-
rizes the provision by noting that 
‘‘Under this program, participating 
dairy producers will receive monthly 
payments equal to 45 percent of the dif-
ference between $16.94 and the price per 
hundredweight of Class I fluid milk in 
Boston under the applicable federal 
milk marketing order. No payments 
will be made for months during which 
the fluid milk price in Boston is $16.94 
or higher.’’ Obviously, no negative as-
sistance or negative ‘‘payments’’ can 
be paid to producers because that 
would not represent assistance or pay-
ments. 

It is a very straightforward program. 
My staff met with several key USDA 
officials with significant responsibil-
ities regarding the dairy programs, and 
with Keith Collins the USDA Chief 
Economist, to ensure that the language 
and time frames would work. I appre-
ciate that the Office of Congressional 
Relations, USDA, helped set up that 
meeting. 

We also requested more than one 
analysis from FAPRI showing how this 
new program would pay out to farmers, 
and to understand its possible impacts 
on production of milk by dairy farm-
ers. 

Some of my colleagues have asked 
how this formula was developed. After 
Congress consented to the Northeast 
Interstate Dairy Compact in 1996, the 
Northeast Interstate Compact Commis-
sion decided to support the price of 
Class I fluid milk sold into the six New 
England states covered by the Compact 
(Maine, Vermont, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Hamp-
shire) at a level that at times would be 
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above minimum established under the 
prevailing federal milk marketing 
order in the Northeast. 

The Compact Commission took testi-
mony and held hearings and decided to 
establish a floor of $16.94 per hundred 
weight under the Class I price. The 
floor was based on the price in Boston, 
so the floor for milk marketed outside 
of Boston but within the Compact re-
gion would vary, based on the local dif-
ferential. The Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact only regulated sales of 
Class I fluid milk—which represents 
only about 45 percent of the total milk 
produced in New England. The percent-
age varies on a monthly basis. The rest 
of New England’s milk is used to make 
other fine dairy products, such as Ben 
and Jerry’s Ice Cream, or Cabot cheese. 
In other words, under the Compact, 
producers received payments on only 
about 45 percent of their total milk 
production. 

The conferees tried to emulate this 
formula as closely as possible, while 
making sure it would work on a na-
tional basis. Like the compact, when-
ever the federal minimum price for 
fluid milk in Boston falls below $16.94 
per hundred weight, participating dairy 
farmers will receive a payment. Like 
the Compact, payments will be made 
on only 45 percent of the milk mar-
keted by a producer—a rough approxi-
mation of the Class I utilization rate in 
the Northeast that is fixed, rather than 
varying on a monthly basis. 

The conferees didn’t just try to emu-
late the payment formula established 
under the Northeast Interstate Dairy 
Compact, they also emulated other ele-
ments of the Compact. For instance, 
the conference report requires the Sec-
retary to make payments on a monthly 
basis not later than 60 days after the 
end of each month for which a payment 
is made. Timing of these payments is 
critical the Conferees wanted these 
counter-cyclical payments to be made 
when they’re needed the most which is 
when the milk is marketed. 

Under the time line set forth in the 
conference report, producers should 
begin receiving payments under this 
new national dairy program early this 
fall. USDA is required to begin signing 
up farmers to participate in the pro-
gram not later than 60 days after the 
new farm bill is signed into law. As 
under the compact, all producers will 
receive payments on a monthly basis: 
USDA is required to pay producers not 
later than 60 days after the end of each 
month for which a payment is made. 

In addition to representing a com-
promise among those supporting dairy 
compacts and those opposed to com-
pacts, the national dairy program rep-
resents a compromise among those who 
wanted a counter-cyclical income sup-
port program for dairy farmers and 
those who wanted no such program. 
Much to my chagrin, the program is 
authorized only through September 30, 
2005, and payments under the program 
are capped. 

Now, I know others also lament the 
fact that there is a cap on eligible pro-

duction. While some of us believe the 
cap is too low, others complain that 
the cap is too high. But this is a com-
promise that will ensure that pro-
ducers across the country benefit. 
Some of my colleagues have suggested 
that payments from this program will 
stimulate additional production and 
drive down prices. I don’t believe this 
will be the case. Here’s why: 

First, this program is not permanent, 
it is temporary—it ends in 2005. Pro-
ducers are not likely to make long- 
term investments to expand production 
based on a program that ends before 
they have had a chance to recoup their 
fixed costs. 

Second, in the short term, there are 
practical limits to how quickly dairy 
farmers can expand production. Cur-
rently, there is a shortage of animals 
that would limit any production in-
creases. 

Third, our experience with the North-
east Interstate Dairy Compact has 
shown—as the General Accounting Of-
fice Reports have documented—that 
payments comparable to these—at 
least in the Northeast—have not stim-
ulated massive expansions. In fact, last 
year, producers in the Northeast ex-
panded at a rate below the national av-
erage. 

But nevertheless, the Conferees 
agreed to cap the quantity of milk on 
which a producer can receive payments 
each fiscal year. While it is clear from 
the text of the law, and it was clearly 
the intent of the drafters, I want to 
point out that any milk production 
marketed in months when no payment 
is made to farmers is not to be counted 
toward the 2.4 million pound cap. 

In other words, the cap only applies 
to the volume of milk produced in 
months which generated payments by 
USDA under section 1502, not on all the 
milk produced during the year. This is 
set forth in subsection (d) where it 
states that amounts to be counted to-
ward the 2.4 million pound limit are 
counted ‘‘during the months of the ap-
plicable fiscal year for which the pro-
ducers receive payments . . .’’ 

Related to this point is another issue 
concerning the cap. Note that if all 
pounds are counted when a USDA pay-
ment is made, larger family farms 
could hit their cap in the first few 
months of any year when payment 
rates per hundredweight might be 
lower. But it would not make good pol-
icy sense to see a large family farm get 
a very small payment, for example, $.10 
per cwt. in the fall and then exceed the 
cap and get no payment when pay-
ments could reach $1.00 per cwt. in the 
spring. 

Since this national program was in-
tended to be counter cyclical, farmers 
should be allowed to pick which 
months they want to submit for pay-
ments, for months when a payment is 
due. 

The easiest way to implement this 
intent, would be that a farmer must 
not only market the milk but the 
farmer or agent must also report it to 

USDA. If a farmer chooses not to re-
port his or her production in a month, 
the farmer gets no payment that 
month but also his or her production 
does not count against his or her cap. 
This maximizes the opportunity this 
program offers for a strong counter cy-
clical protection. 

Under this approach, USDA would 
then keep track of the first ‘‘count-
able’’ 2.4 million pounds of production 
each year, and then reduce the last 
check or eliminate checks for the re-
mainder of the year. This would rep-
resent a very simple way for USDA to 
implement this provision and meet the 
60-day deadline for ‘‘monthly’’ prospec-
tive payments set forth in subsection 
(e). 

This approach will allow a larger 
farm operation to use the program 
when it is most needed. However, keep 
in mind that regardless which months 
are selected for payment, the cap of 2.4 
million pounds per fiscal year still ap-
plies. This is the fairest way to be re-
sponsive to larger family farms under a 
tight cap in a program which was de-
signed to be counter cyclical. 

This would not be unprecedented: 
Grain and oilseed producers have this 
sort of flexibility—they are able to 
lock in loan deficiency payments and 
marketing loan gains at time of their 
choosing—at any point before they lose 
beneficial interest in their crops. Some 
producers even travel to neighboring 
counties to lock in higher LDPs. Most 
are successful in locking in LDPs dur-
ing harvest-time lows, even though the 
season average price at which they 
market their crop generally is signifi-
cantly higher. USDA should provide 
similar flexibility to dairy producers, 
allowing them to elect when to receive 
payments. 

I am concerned about language which 
the other body insisted upon toward 
then end of the process. I am concerned 
about larger family operations where 
several family members have joined to-
gether for efficiency but the farm is 
still supporting more than one family. 
USDA should be open to viewing those 
farms as true multiple operations 
under this program. For other pro-
grams, and in other areas such as the 
South, USDA permits these multiple 
operations. 

USDA should look at the totality of 
the circumstances in determining 
whether producers should be treated as 
having single or multiple operations. 
Farmers should not be penalized for 
working together to enhance effi-
ciency. That was the whole point be-
hind the definition of producer found in 
1502(a)(5). That definition would have 
automatically included husbands and 
wives, fathers or mothers and adult 
children, adult siblings, and the like, 
working on the same farm. In most 
cases, each of the above would have 
each been entitled to application of a 
separate 2.4 million pound cap because 
they would naturally share in the risk 
of producing milk and would likely 
make significant contributions to the 
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dairy farming operation, as required by 
section 1502(a)(5). 

For example, for a spouse living on 
the farm it would be hard to imagine a 
situation where the spouse would not 
‘‘share in the risk’’ since part of the 
household income would come from 
milk sales. Also, in most situations a 
spouse would be making contributions 
of labor or management or some other 
valuable contribution. There is nothing 
in USDA Notice LD–505, dated March 
14, 2001, regarding the definition of 
dairy operation which would preclude 
the family members mentioned above 
from being in, or setting up, separate 
operations. Since the intent of section 
1502(a)(5) was to make the farm bill 
friendly to family operations the im-
plementation of the ‘‘diary operation’’ 
definition should not undercut that 
pro-family approach. 

On page 4 of that Notice, ‘‘dairy oper-
ation’’ is defined as ‘‘any person or 
group of persons who as a single unit 
produce and market milk commer-
cially produced from cows and whose 
production and facilities are located in 
the United States.’’ There is no reason 
to suspect that USDA intended that 
this should be interpreted as inher-
ently anti-family. Many statements 
about this farm bill talk about its 
focus on the family farm. 

In this regard, I would encourage the 
Farm Services Agency, USDA, to work 
with other USDA agencies and milk 
handlers and cooperatives to lessen the 
administrative burden on farmers. The 
intent is to provide a countercyclical 
safety net when needed most—and 
USDA should be aware of that goal 
when they are writing regulations to 
the extent regulations are needed. 

While the text makes this very clear, 
it should be noted that this program is 
not a straight subsidy. It is a targeted 
safety net program to take the bottom 
out of crushingly low prices for small 
and medium farms that also provide so 
many benefits to rural communities 
and the environment even beyond the 
milk they produce. 

Note that fresh drinking milk (Class 
I) prices fell $.33 per gallon throughout 
the Federal Order system—which gov-
erns sales of 70 percent of all U.S. 
milk—on December 1, 2001 because of 
fewer consumers going out to eat after 
September 11, and other factors. 

Of course, the focus of this national 
program and the focus of the formula 
which is used to compute the benefits 
is on ‘‘Class I milk.’’ Payments are 
based on $16.94 minus ‘‘the Class I milk 
price per hundredweight in Boston.’’ 
This is based, of course, on the formula 
used in calculating benefits under the 
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact 
Commission. 

A significant feature of the new na-
tional dairy program is that it will be 
retroactive, covering market losses due 
to low prices since Dec. 1, 2001. On that 
date, there was a devastating drop in 
the price for Class I fluid milk. Pro-
ducers should receive these retroactive 
payments at the same time they re-

ceive their first payments early this 
fall. 

This ‘‘transition rule’’ found in sub-
section (h), provides that those pay-
ments are ‘‘[i]n addition to any pay-
ment that is otherwise available under 
this section . . .’’ 

As I pointed out more than once dur-
ing discussions, the goal of this sub-
section is to address the steep drop in 
dairy prices to farmers starting in De-
cember, 2001. The benefits of the North-
east Interstate Dairy Compact ended 
on October 1, 2001. The adverse impact 
of that termination started hurting 
New England farmers during that crash 
in milk prices in December. 

The goal of subsection (h) for those 
farmers was to hold them harmless re-
garding the loss of the Congressional 
consent to the Compact. A second goal, 
since this now is a national program, is 
to compensate all dairy farmers for 
their market losses—not just New Eng-
land farmers—since December 1, 2001. 

Of course, that is a different goal 
than the prospective ‘‘monthly’’ pro-
gram which provides monthly pay-
ments, for future months when they 
are due, and operates until September 
30, 2005. That prospective program has 
a 2.4 million pound cap as set forth in 
(d). Indeed, (d)(2) ‘‘Limitation,’’ states 
that, ‘‘The payment quantity for all 
producers on a single dairy operation 
during the months of the applicable fis-
cal year for which the producers re-
ceive payments under subsection (b) 
shall not exceed 2,400,000 pounds.’’ 

In addition, (d)(2) sets forth a limita-
tion regarding each dairy operation 
and (d)(3) gives the Secretary authority 
to issue rules to ensure that producers 
do not reconstitute dairy operations 
for the sole purpose of receiving addi-
tional payments under this section. 

This ‘‘limitations’’ language was in-
serted out of a concern that an un-
capped program would lead to signifi-
cant increases in production of milk. 
Also, there was a concern that farmers 
would reorganize in the future just to 
get higher payments under the na-
tional program. 

These concerns do not apply to the 
benefits paid out under subsection (h) 
because farmers would need time ma-
chines to go back in the past and in-
crease their production or to change 
their legal structure retrospectively. 
Indeed, the amount of production cov-
ered by (h) is the amount of ‘‘eligible 
production’’ as defined in section 
1502(a)(2). 

This approach to those dairy market 
losses in a sense makes up for the fact 
that programs for others farmers, non- 
dairy farmers, continued to exist after 
September 30, 2001, and were to be con-
tinued until the 1996 farm bill was to 
end on September 30, 2002. Thus, non- 
dairy farmers continued to receive 
some types of countercyclical, or other 
benefits, from the existing provisions 
of the 1996 farm bill. Dairy farmers did 
not enjoy those protections except for 
the price support program scheduled to 
end soon. 

Thus, subsection (h) gives dairy 
farmers some relief from the huge drop 
in milk prices which they have suffered 
since December 1, 2001. In order to 
allow these farmers to pay off their 
debts, pay their bills, and keep in the 
dairy farming business, it is hoped that 
USDA will quickly compute the ‘‘tran-
sition’’ payment to be made on the 
‘‘quantity of eligible production of the 
producer marketed during the period 
beginning on December 1, 2001, and end-
ing on the last day of the month pre-
ceding the month the producers on the 
dairy farm entered into the contract 
[with USDA].’’ These payments should 
be made with the first ‘‘monthly’’ pro-
spective checks to be issued under sub-
section (b). 

Although I am pleased with the dairy 
provisions, I want to express my dis-
appointment in the outcome of the 
downed animal provision in this bill. 
The intent of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee was to end the unnecessary 
suffering of downed livestock, animals 
that are not even healthy for us to eat, 
by calling for their humane euthanasia 
when they are brought to intermediate 
markets. The provision was included in 
both the House and Senate versions of 
the bill, but was changed substantially 
in conference. 

I want to make it clear that I am un-
happy with the changes made and that 
I am committed to passing the provi-
sion, as it was originally written, ei-
ther through this committee or on an-
other vehicle. I understand that Chair-
man HARKIN is interested in revisiting 
this issue as well and I hope that he 
will join me in completing the work 
that needs to be done for downed ani-
mals. 

I request that the Secretary of Agri-
culture complete the study required in 
this bill within 6 months and I ask that 
she include, within the conclusions of 
the study, exactly how she plans to 
make every step from the farm through 
the slaughterhouse a humane trip for 
nonambulatory animals. I hope she will 
find, as 165 of my colleagues in the 
House and Senate have, that the only 
humane action to take is euthanasia at 
the intermediate market. 

I also want to make a few comments 
about the conservation programs in the 
new farm bill. Although I am dis-
appointed we were unable to sustain 
the level of funding for conservation 
that was included in the Senate-passed 
bill, I am pleased we were able to in-
crease the level of conservation fund-
ing by roughly 80 percent. 

The conference report includes a pro-
vision to increase funding for the suc-
cessful Agriculture Management As-
sistance program created in the Agri-
culture Risk Protection Act of 2001. 
This program targets 15 states that 
have been traditionally underserved by 
crop insurance programs, including 
Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, Mas-
sachusetts, Maine, Nevada, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsyl-
vania, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, 
West Virginia, and Wyoming. 
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This program was also expanded in 

the final House-Senate bill to include 
aid for all organic agriculture activi-
ties and to help producers develop new 
marketing opportunities, including op-
portunities for value-added processing. 
I expect this program to be adminis-
tered in a very similar manner to the 
successful way in which it has been run 
over the past two years, with minor 
changes to accommodate the expansion 
of eligible activities. The program has 
been highly successful for the eligible 
states and I expect that it will con-
tinue to address the conservation and 
other critical needs of those states. 

Also, during debate over the Senate 
version of the farm bill, Senator HAR-
KIN included in the bill, at my request, 
a provision establishing a $12 million 
minimum ‘‘floor’’ on conservation pay-
ments per State to address concerns I 
and many of my colleagues raised 
about previous farm bills, which tended 
to allocate the bulk of their funds to a 
minority of producers in single regions 
of the country. 

With this language, I felt the Con-
gress could truly show its concern that 
all states, in all regions of the country, 
receive a minimum level of much-need-
ed conservation assistance to protect 
farms, community watersheds, open 
space, and wildlife habitat. The lan-
guage was clear in its intent to ensure 
each state received at least $12 million 
in conservation assistance by April 1 of 
each fiscal year if it had qualified ap-
plications for that amount of funds. 
The language also ensured that funds 
unused by a state would be returned to 
USDA and reallocated to other States, 
not the General Treasury. 

This ‘‘regional equity’’ language was 
altered slightly in the final bill to min-
imize paperwork at USDA and maxi-
mize the ability of the Secretary of Ag-
riculture while continuing to ensure at 
least $12 million be made available to 
all states with eligible applications. 
The Secretary may do this however it 
is most effective: for example, with a 
reserve fund set aside to ensure all 
states receive needed funds. 

As written in the conference report, 
the $12 million includes applications 
for all programs under Subtitle D of 
Title XII of the Food Security Act of 
1985, 16 U.S.C. 3830 et seq., excluding 
the Conservation Reserve Program, 
CRP, Wetlands Reserve Program, WRP, 
and Conservation Security Program, 
CSP. Before April 1 of each fiscal year, 
applications from producers in States 
that has not yet received at least $12 
million in conservation funding would 
have priority for funding for all con-
servation programs except CRP, WRP, 
and CSP. With respect to CRP, WRP, 
and CSP, producers in these under- 
served states would compete for funds 
without specific priority—on an equal 
footing with all other national applica-
tions. Because the Agriculture Manage-
ment Assistance conservation program 
is not under Subtitle D, for eligible 
states, this program also effectively 
would not count toward the $12 million 

total, and would continue to be admin-
istered as it has been, successfully, 
since its creation in the Agriculture 
Risk Protection Act of 2001. 

There are a number of other con-
servation programs that also are very 
important to Vermont and other New 
England States. I especially am pleased 
that funding for the farmland protec-
tion program—which began as a pilot 
program in Vermont—was increased to 
nearly $1 billion. Never before has FPP 
received such levels of mandatory 
funding. 

In addition, the conference report au-
thorizes a new ‘‘farm viability’’ pro-
gram. It was the conferees intent that 
this program be modeled after the very 
successful Massachusetts Farm Viabil-
ity Program for purposes of farmland 
protection. The farm viability program 
will allow USDA to make grants— 
through eligible States or private land 
trust—to producers to help them assess 
the long-term viability of their farm-
ing operation. Using these funds, pro-
ducers can hire experts to help them 
develop and implement a plan to im-
prove their long-term business pros-
pects. This might entail shifting to a 
different mix of crops or livestock, en-
gaging in direct marketing through 
farmers markets or setting up a road- 
side stand, or even taking advantage of 
opportunities to profit from agri-tour-
ism. 

This program will help the limited 
funding for farmland protection go fur-
ther. Many farm families enroll land in 
the farmland protection program in 
order to be able to pass along the fam-
ily farm to their children. They want 
to know, before enrolling in the pro-
gram, whether their children will be 
able to make a living on the farm. The 
farm viability program will help them 
determine this, and will help others 
who already have enrolled their land in 
FPP to continue to use their land as 
working lands. 

Of course, the farm bill isn’t just 
about farmers. I particularly am proud 
of the nutrition title of this year’s 
farm bill. It will significantly strength-
en nutrition assistance in this country. 
Food stamp benefits have been im-
proved and simplified, funding for 
emergency food providers has been in-
creased and numerous other advance-
ments—notably funding for seniors’ 
farmer’s markets are included in this 
title. 

I am proud that the nutrition title of 
this farm bill contains so many impor-
tant simplifications in the program. 
All of the conferees, from both sides of 
the aisle and both chambers, were 
united in our desire to do what is right 
for working poor families and others 
that need help assuring that their fam-
ilies receive a nutritionally adequate 
diet. 

I also am grateful for all of USDA’s 
help and support throughout the con-
ference. Time and again, Undersecre-
tary Bost and his staff gave us invalu-
able perspective. They helped us under-
stand where we needed to act and 

where we could count on them to fix a 
problem. In this context, I would like 
to highlight a few of the most impor-
tant of the provisions we adopted. 

One of the provisions that excited all 
of us the most was transitional food 
stamps for families leaving cash assist-
ance. Although we gave states broad 
discretion in this area, we hope they 
will apply this option to the maximum 
number of households. 

Only those that have been found 
guilty of wilful misconduct of one kind 
or another are ineligible for transi-
tional food stamps. The many house-
holds leaving TANF for procedural rea-
sons, such as failure to keep an ap-
pointment, would remain eligible. 
Many families that decide to go it 
alone without further cash assistance 
simply stop communicating with the 
welfare office. The family may be un-
able to get through to an eligibility 
worker to inform her or him of its deci-
sion to withdraw from cash assistance 
or may not see the reason. Some of 
these families may have low-wage jobs. 
Others may be hoping to piece together 
various means of support to get by 
until they find work. Either way, these 
families need the help that transitional 
food stamps can offer. We urge states 
to provide it. 

Once a family begins to receive tran-
sitional food stamps, we intend for 
those food stamps to continue for the 
full five-month transitional period. 
Even if the state takes the option to 
act on changes it learns about through 
other programs, it should not take any 
adverse action against the household’s 
food stamps unless the state has defi-
nite information that the household is 
ineligible. Requiring households to 
contact the food stamp office or pro-
vide verification during the transi-
tional benefit period would defeat the 
entire purpose of granting households a 
period of repose. 

The other side of this, of course, is 
that since states would not be expected 
or allowed to take the usual measures 
to review the accuracy of the house-
hold’s benefit level during the period, 
the state would not be held account-
able through the quality control sys-
tem for any errors in that household’s 
benefits. As long as the state correctly 
adjusted the household’s benefits from 
the last month it was receiving cash 
assistance, the state would not be sub-
ject to a finding of error during any of 
the months of the transitional benefit 
period even if the benefit amount in 
that prior month turned out to be in 
error. The error in the prior month 
could result in an error only if the 
household’s case was sampled in that 
prior month. 

In this connection, a state should be 
free to designate certain types of 
changes, such as cost of living in-
creases in Social Security benefits or 
the addition of new members to a 
household, that it would act upon if it 
received word from another program 
and other kinds of changes it would 
disregard. As usual, the QC system 
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would only measure how well the state 
carried out the tasks it had elected in 
its plan to perform. Thus, a state that 
had elected to act only on new mem-
bers added to a family might be liable 
for failing to provide food stamps to a 
new infant that was being added to the 
family’s Medicaid coverage but would 
not be liable for processing changes in 
wages. In no event, however, should the 
household be required to provide infor-
mation or verification or threatened 
with termination of its benefits. 

The simplified definitions of income 
and resources also should simplify the 
program in important ways. We repeat-
edly added items to the list of things 
that states could not exclude at 
USDA’s suggestion so that the Depart-
ment would not have to add to that list 
by regulation. We were pleased that 
the final provisions met with the De-
partment’s satisfaction and that states 
can move forward in reliance on the 
list in the statute. Only under extraor-
dinary circumstances do we expect 
USDA would need to add to either list. 

Although cash in bank accounts that 
was readily accessible to the household 
would still count as a resource, a state 
could exclude the interest on those 
bank accounts from income calcula-
tions. This relatively tiny source of in-
come is easy to forget and difficult to 
track. Excluding it is exactly the kind 
of simplification state agencies and 
households need as we move the food 
stamp program away from its old focus 
on serving welfare recipients to its new 
emphasis on the working poor and 
other diverse low-income populations. 

States could, however, exclude ac-
counts that households could not read-
ily access, such as funds that states’ 
TANF programs designate only to be 
spent for education, home or car pur-
chases, or other specific purposes. 
States also could exclude any des-
ignated retirement savings, including 
individual retirement accounts, to the 
extent current regulations do not al-
ready exclude those items. 

Jointly-held property also could be 
excluded if the household could incur 
legal liability by withdrawing the 
funds. Eligibility workers have neither 
the time nor the expertise to sort out 
potentially complicated ownership in-
terests. 

One of the simplifications that we ex-
pect will help states and households 
the most is the change to the standard 
utility allowance or SUA. In a cold 
state such as mine, heating and other 
utility bills inevitably affect low-in-
come families’ ability to purchase a 
nutritionally adequate diet. We believe 
we have crafted a provision that sim-
plifies the treatment of utility ex-
penses without reducing benefits for 
any significant number of households. 
The substantial cost estimate for this 
provision reflects that assumption. 

Achieving our goals obviously de-
pends on states having and maintain-
ing adequate SUAs. Although the shift 
to a mandatory SUA should not in-
crease federal costs except in the two 

respects addressed in this amendment, 
neither should it save money at low-in-
come households’ expense. States that 
shift from an optional SUA to a man-
datory one should be able to increase it 
somewhat in the transition without in-
creasing federal costs. 

Perhaps even more importantly, 
states need to faithfully observe 
USDA’s regulation requiring annual re-
views of the SUA’s adequacy. In the 
past, some states let their SUAs stag-
nate for many years at a time. We were 
pleased to hear that USDA has been 
moving recently to achieve greater 
compliance with the updating require-
ment and that it intends to continue to 
do so. We know that many states lack 
the technical capacity to conduct de-
tailed economic surveys to determine 
just what the optimal SUA might be. 
USDA, however, has allowed a state 
simply to compute the increase in util-
ity costs from the time the state last 
changed its SUA and apply that per-
centage to increase the SUA. We trust 
that this sensible approach will con-
tinue and will be made available to all 
states. 

At the same time we simplified in 
many respects, we did not intend to 
create new complexities. A question 
has arisen about the standard deduc-
tion provision of our bill. Obviously, 
8.31 percent of the net income limit 
will not be an even dollar number since 
the net income limit figure is ex-
pressed in an even number of dollars. 
We do not intend to require state agen-
cies to process standard deductions ex-
pressed in pennies. USDA could not 
give households a standard deduction 
that is less than 8.31 percent of the net 
income eligibility limit, but it clearly 
has authority to round that number up 
to the next largest whole dollar. This 
has not presented a problem in the past 
and see no reason why it would now. 

We set up a new system of bonuses 
for high-performing states. We in no 
way intend to pre-judge what system 
USDA will select to give out those 
funds. USDA could rely on statistical 
measurements, as it does now, but it 
also could allow states to apply for bo-
nuses in particular categories. Allow-
ing states to compete for recognition 
and bonus awards for the most innova-
tive means of correcting problems in 
program administration could provide 
useful lessons that could benefit other 
states. 

A couple of ideas were advanced that 
we did not adopt. We rejected an Ad-
ministration proposal to cut back on 
categorical eligibility for food stamps. 
Current regulations give states broad 
flexibility to determine what items re-
ceiving TANF or MOE funding should 
be considered benefits that trigger cat-
egorical eligibility. USDA approval is 
required only in limited, clearly delin-
eated circumstances. 

The Department argued that this pol-
icy is too broad, but we were not per-
suaded. The Department is free, of 
course, to renew its proposal with us if 
it feels strongly about this issue. It 

should not, however, act unilaterally 
to restrict flexibility states have under 
current law and regulations. 

Also, we made no change in the pro-
cedures for approving state plans to 
certify elderly and disabled households 
for food stamps based on information 
in the Social Security Administra-
tion’s files. These would still go 
through the research waiver process, 
although as states and the Department 
gain more experience with these 
projects, we anticipate approval should 
become much easier. The waiver proc-
ess is important, however, to ensure 
that we are not shortchanging house-
holds with high housing or medical 
costs. Also, the Department needs to 
make sure that eligible people are not 
losing out on food stamps during the 
period their applications for disability 
benefits are pending with SSA. 

All in all, I believe that this package 
of simplifications and benefit expan-
sions represent a significant step for-
ward on the path the program has been 
traveling over the last several years. 
This package should strengthen the 
food stamp program’s role as a work 
support and as a nutrition safety net 
for those going through difficult times. 
It deserves our full and enthusiastic 
support. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to comment more extensively on one of 
the most important aspects of the nu-
trition title, the restoration of benefits 
to legal immigrants. As my colleagues 
know, I remain deeply opposed to the 
benefit cuts to legal immigrants en-
acted as a part of the 1996 welfare law. 
I have worked ever since the passage of 
that law to ease the eligibility restric-
tions on legal immigrants in a wide 
array of programs. Immigrants are ad-
mitted into this country as legal per-
manent residents with the assumption 
that they will be a part of our commu-
nities, work and pay taxes, and serve 
at our nation’s defense. It is unjust to 
exclude these hardworking individuals 
from access to critical work support 
programs and the safety net if they fall 
on hard times. 

The legal immigrant restrictions in 
the food stamp program were the 
harshest of all of major federal benefit 
programs, causing more than one mil-
lion legal immigrants to lose eligi-
bility. Unfortunately, immigrants have 
not been the only group affected by the 
food stamp restrictions. Over 85 per-
cent of immigrant families are house-
holds that include at least one citizen 
child. From 1994 to 1998, 1.2 million im-
migrants left the program, mostly due 
to the eligibility restrictions. Over the 
same period, 1 million citizen children 
of immigrant parents also left the pro-
gram, representing a 74 percent decline 
for this group. 

Immigrant advocates and emergency 
food providers believe that these legal 
immigrant parents are confused about 
their children’s eligibility and that the 
parents believe if their children receive 
food stamps that it could have a nega-
tive impact on immigrant family mem-
bers’ immigration status. 
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Children of immigrants now make up 

a significant share of the childhood 
poverty population. Nationally, one in 
four children in poverty have immi-
grant parents. In order to continue to 
make meaningful inroads in reducing 
child poverty, it is key to find new 
ways to serve more effectively the chil-
dren of immigrants. 

Of course, the best way to resolve 
this problem would be to restore eligi-
bility to all legal immigrants. Unfortu-
nately, we did not have the resources 
in this farm bill to provide for such a 
restoration. Nonetheless, we have 
taken major strides to significantly 
ameliorate the restrictive rules. The 
final bill is based largely upon the im-
migrant restorations in the Senate- 
passed farm bill, which were expanded 
upon with overwhelming bipartisan 
support on the Senate floor. 

We decided that if the eligibility for 
legal immigrant children is restored 
the food stamp eligibility rules for 
children will become less complex and 
easier to explain. This should encour-
age immigrant parents to apply for 
benefits on behalf of their children. If 
states, the anti-hunger community and 
the immigrant community can inform 
families that all poor children are eli-
gible for food stamps, there will be a 
much greater chance of reaching those 
families confused about the current 
rules. 

Another significant component of the 
immigrant provision is that it restores 
benefits to qualified legal immigrant 
adults who have lived in the U.S. for 5 
or more years with that status. Of 
course, there are many types of quali-
fied immigrant statuses. It will not 
matter if the immigrant held one 
qualified status such as asylee and 
then changed their status to something 
else such as a legal permanent resi-
dent. The five year clock begins from 
the time the immigrant first held a 
qualified status. 

The adult restoration provides basic 
conformity in food stamp eligibility 
rules to those already in place in Med-
icaid, SCHIP and TANF. It is our hope 
that these new food stamp rules will 
make it easier for states to administer 
and for immigrants to understand. Fi-
nally, the legislation would allow legal 
immigrants receiving benefits under 
specified disability-based programs to 
qualify for food stamps. 

Children will no longer be subject to 
sponsor deeming rules, although spon-
sor immigrant adults will continue to 
be subject to these rules. As a part of 
our deliberations, we reviewed USDA’s 
recent regulations on sponsor deeming 
and found them to be an appropriate 
policy consistent with our under-
standing of how deeming should oper-
ate in the food stamp program—a bal-
ance of ensuring that needy immi-
grants are able to access food assist-
ance while not providing assistance to 
immigrants who are being supported by 
their sponsors. We also appreciate that 
USDA was sensitive to not restricting 
food assistance to immigrants whose 

sponsors refuse to cooperate by pro-
viding requested paperwork. We do not 
expect USDA to make any changes in 
this area. 

When we were evaluating how to de-
sign these provisions, we placed great 
weight on the cost estimates that CBO 
provided for this package, as well as 
the price tag the Administration gave 
its own proposals in its FY2003 budget. 
Neither estimate assumed that any 
sponsors had to repay the federal gov-
ernment as a result of immigrants re-
ceiving food stamps. Under the new af-
fidavits of support now in place, most 
sponsors are likely to be a very close 
family member of the immigrant’s. 
This means that they are likely to live 
together and be a part of the same fam-
ily unit or food stamp household. 

In all the years that I have worked 
on the food stamp program, Congress 
has never required food stamp house-
holds to repay benefits for which they 
were eligible. Sponsor liability should 
not and does not circumvent that prin-
ciple. We do not intend for a low-in-
come sponsor to incur a debt for food 
stamps that he or she receives along 
with the sponsored immigrants. 

Of course, we have no intention of al-
lowing affluent sponsors to abdicate 
their responsibilities. But low-income 
sponsors who are a part of the food 
stamp household or family unit should 
not be billed for signing up other fam-
ily members for food stamps. Consider 
a step-father who sponsored his new 
wife and step-child into the country 
some years ago. If he loses his job and 
he and his new family become eligible 
for food stamps, we want them to avail 
themselves of this critical temporary 
assistance. There should be no pen-
alties for being eligible for and partici-
pating in the food stamp program. 

With these restorations, we will come 
closer to righting a great wrong. Immi-
grants and immigration are a part of 
the history and heritage of our coun-
try. I am pleased that hard working 
immigrants who fall on hard times will 
be able to gain access to this important 
food assistance program. No member of 
our society should go without enough 
to eat. This legislation moves us fur-
ther toward fulfilling that goal. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
conference report. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is 
with heartfelt regret that I must vote 
against the 2002 farm bill conference 
report. It had been my sincere hope 
this farm bill would improve condi-
tions for the nation’s farmers. Unfortu-
nately, it is a budget buster that stim-
ulates overproduction, devastates the 
Virginia peanut industry, and does not 
adequately protect the Chesapeake 
Bay. While I recognize the hard work 
and good intentions that went into this 
bill, I cannot in good conscience vote 
for it. It is not good for Virginia and it 
is not good for the nation. 

Agriculture is a crucial industry in 
Virginia. Farming has been a way of 
life in Virginia since the first English 
settlers arrived at Jamestown in 1607. 

Virginia is a recognized leader in to-
bacco, peanuts, and poultry production 
while cotton, corn and soybeans are 
rapidly gaining in importance. Farm-
ing represents almost 10 percent of the 
jobs in Virginia. 

And there is no doubt farming is 
vital to the Nation as a whole. Our 
farmers produce the safest, most reli-
able, and most abundant food supply in 
the world. A stable supply of food and 
fiber is essential to our national econ-
omy and our national security. We do 
not want to depend on imported food 
the way we rely on foreign oil. Unfor-
tunately, this conference report does 
little to ensure the long term health of 
domestic agricultural production. 

This conference report will increase 
farm spending by 70 percent or about 
$82.8 billion over ten years while the 
budget agreement only allows $73.5 bil-
lion in new farm spending. These farm 
subsidies will cost $200 billion over ten 
years or $20 billion annually. While all 
this is done in the name of preserving 
the family farm, government subsidies 
since the 1930s have not prevented their 
disappearance. 

Recently, the Congressional Budget 
Office estimated the Federal budget 
will operate at a deficit of $100 billion 
this year. We are fighting an expensive 
war on terrorism. Now is not the time 
to increase spending on farm programs 
that may hurt the American farmer 
more than they help. Every dollar of 
deficit spending now puts the solvency 
of social security in jeopardy for future 
generations. 

But while the conference report is 
bad for the country, it is particularly 
bad for Virginia. When the Senate 
passed the 2002 farm bill, I supported it 
because of some key improvements 
over the House farm bill for the peanut 
program and the Chesapeake Bay nu-
trient reduction pilot program. Now 
that the bill has emerged from con-
ference, these important gains have 
been stripped out. 

After the House of Representatives 
passed its version of the farm bill, Sen-
ator ALLEN and I worked to improve 
the bill and were able to achieve sig-
nificant improvements in the peanut 
program. First, the target price in the 
Senate bill was $520 per ton while it 
was $480 in the House bill. Second, the 
loan rate in the Senate bill was $400, 
while it was $350 in the House Bill. Fi-
nally, the Senate version contained an 
11-cent per pound quota buyout for 5 
years, and the House version provided 
only 10 cents. 

Make no mistake, the Senate target 
price was not as high as I believed it 
should be, but under the cir-
cumstances, it was a significant im-
provement over the House-passed bill. 
In years past, the peanut-producing 
States have stuck together during de-
bate on the farm bill. Unfortunately, 
this year, Virginia was left with few al-
lies on peanuts. We simply did not have 
the votes to make the improvements to 
the peanut program we wanted. In both 
the Cochran-Roberts and the Hutch-
inson substitute amendments, we had 
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negotiated to include a $550-per-ton 
target price. Unfortunately, both 
amendments failed. 

So while the Senate farm bill was far 
from perfect, I voted for it to support 
the Senate’s position in conference. 
Now that the House-Senate conference 
on the farm bill is complete, I am ex-
tremely disappointed with the results. 
The target price has been reduced to 
$495 per ton, a level far below the break 
even point for most Virginia peanut 
farmers. 

And the conference report makes this 
new peanut program effective for fiscal 
year 2002. Peanuts have already been 
planted in Virginia. In the interest of 
basic equity, this new program should 
begin in fiscal year 2003. Farmers 
planting under one farm bill and har-
vesting under another illustrates that 
Congress is out of touch with rural 
America. 

While the old peanut program was 
supposed to be a ‘‘no-net cost pro-
gram’’, the new peanut program will 
cost the taxpayer upwards of $4 billion. 
This is a bad deal for the taxpayer and 
a disaster for southeast Virginia. 

Finally, the conference committee 
stripped out the $70 million Chesapeake 
Bay nutrient reduction pilot program. 
The bay is a national treasure and 
vital to the economy of Virginia. This 
pilot program would have encouraged 
farmers in the Chesapeake Bay water-
shed to use less fertilizer and com-
pensated them if this resulted in lower 
yields, creating a win-win situation for 
farmers and environmentalists. Unfor-
tunately, the House did not agree to 
this provision. 

This conference report hurts the very 
farmers it is meant to help. This farm 
bill is not good for Virginia and not 
good for America. It hurts Virginia 
peanut farmers. It endangers the 
Chesapeake Bay. It costs the taxpayers 
too much. And, it raids the Social Se-
curity trust fund. Accordingly, I must 
vote no on the 2002 farm bill conference 
report. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the House-Senate conference 
report on the farm bill. 

I do so, with deep regret. While I now 
live in a suburban New Jersey commu-
nity and have for 25 years, I was raised 
on a 120-acre family grain farm in cen-
tral Illinois. I know from experience 
the rewards of working the soil and 
tending the fields. And I know, too, the 
very real experience of living life on 
the economic edge, as so many of our 
Nation’s farmers do. 

But this legislation is not the way to 
help our farmers. 

I opposed the Senate version of this 
legislation when it passed the Senate 
in February because I believed it was 
fiscally imprudent, hurt consumers as 
well as many of the farmers it was in-
tended to help, subsidized one sector of 
the American economy to the exclu-
sion of others, and because it provided 
relatively little assistance to New Jer-
sey’s farmers. Unfortunately, the bill 
that has come out of conference com-

mittee is worse on all these counts. For 
that reason, I must vote no again. 

As I stated when I opposed the Sen-
ate version of this bill, the current sys-
tem of subsidies is the wrong way to 
support America’s farmers. These sub-
sidies naturally lead to overproduction 
which distorts the market, unfairly 
benefit a limited number of the largest 
producers and impose excessive costs 
on all consumers and taxpayers. Fur-
thermore, the system distributes these 
subsidies in a manner that leaves farm-
ers in many States, including the Gar-
den State, with little assistance. In 
fact, the amount New Jersey receives 
is estimated at a fraction of 1 percent. 
Let me repeat, a fraction of 1 percent 
of the total. 

When the Senate first considered the 
farm bill, it took some steps to make 
an inequitable system somewhat more 
fair. It imposed a cap on payments so 
that no farmer would receive more 
than $275,000 of subsidies per year. And 
it took the savings and used them, in 
part, to increase funding for conserva-
tion programs to a record $21 billion, a 
good thing. These would have been 
good changes to a system that gives 
two-thirds of the commodity subsidies 
to 10 percent of our Nation’s farms. 

Unfortunately even those small re-
forms were lost in conference. The cap 
on payments was raised to $360,000, but 
now includes several loopholes for agri-
businesses to get around the limit. It is 
this provision that may wind up hurt-
ing many of those this legislation is in-
tended to help, as family farms unable 
to compete with heavily subsidized ag-
ribusinesses are swallowed up by their 
very competition. 

Making matters worse, the conserva-
tion funding was cut by $4 billion to 
$17.1 billion over current spending and 
is largely deferred until later years, 
making it less likely that it will be 
available at all. 

I also am very concerned that the 
legislation’s large increase in com-
modity subsidies would undermine U.S. 
trade policy and make it much harder 
to win concessions in international 
trade negotiations. That’s because 
huge U.S. subsidies would drive down 
global crop prices, and adversely affect 
the economies of many other countries, 
especially developing nations. These 
nations then would be much less likely 
to open their markets to American 
companies. The end result would be 
that generous subsidies to a small 
handful of agribusinesses would end up 
undermining a much broader range of 
U.S. manufacturers and service pro-
viders, and would cost American jobs. 

Another major concern of mine is 
that this legislation is fundamentally 
unfair to my State of New Jersey. The 
bill would perpetuate a system of agri-
cultural subsidies that provides assist-
ance to only 7 percent of New Jersey’s 
farmers. This compares, for example, 
to other States in which as many as 60– 
75 percent of farmers receive assist-
ance. 

The reason why some States do so 
much better than New Jersey is that 

producers of row crops, like corn, 
wheat, grain and rice get the bulk of 
the support. These commodities, by 
and large, are not produced in the Gar-
den State to a significant degree. In 
New Jersey, our farmers grow large 
amounts of specialty crops, such as 
blueberries, eggplant and asparagus. In 
fact, New Jersey ranks second in the 
Nation for blueberry production, and 
fourth in the Nation for eggplant and 
asparagus production. Yet, though New 
Jersey’s farmers meet much of the Na-
tion’s needs for these crops, none of our 
blueberry, eggplant or asparagus farm-
ers receive support under the existing 
commodity programs. That is one rea-
son that New Jersey got less than one- 
tenth of 1 percent of the total com-
modity assistance provided by the Fed-
eral Government in fiscal year 2001. 
Less than one-tenth of 1 percent. 

The farm bill that the Senate consid-
ered in February made a few improve-
ments to the existing system. And I 
voted in favor of those improvements, 
as well as improvements to the Food 
Stamp Program that are badly needed. 
However, as I have said, many of those 
improvements were lost in conference 
with the House of Representatives. As 
a result, we have a bill that tells New 
Jersey farmers that they are not equal 
to the corn, wheat, rice and grain 
growers in the South and Midwest. 
That their efforts do not deserve much 
federal support. I cannot support such 
a measure. 

New Jersey ranks 49th in our return 
on tax dollars paid to the Federal Gov-
ernment. We don’t receive enough for 
our mass transit needs. We don’t re-
ceive enough for our housing needs. We 
don’t receive enough to clean up our 
environment, even though we have 
more Superfund sites than any other 
state. New Jersey’s situation merely 
highlights the imbalance in support for 
our nation’s competing needs. I cannot 
support legislation that continues this 
inequitable distribution of Federal 
funds. 

In fact, I wish I could support the ex-
cellent nutrition title contained in this 
conference report. It is outrageous that 
we subsidize farmers for disposing of 
surplus food and yet we prohibit low- 
income working immigrants who live 
in this country legally from receiving 
nutrition benefits. This bill would re-
store benefits for about 380,000 legal 
immigrants, which while a good first 
step, is still too little. The food stamp 
application simplifications and exten-
sion of transitional food stamps for 
families moving from welfare to work 
are measures that will ensure more 
children and families receive adequate 
nutrition and I strongly support these 
provisions. While there is a significant 
increase for nutrition programs, this 
conference report invests only $6.4 bil-
lion in nutrition programs, which 
again is a fraction of one percent of the 
total cost of this bill. 

In conclusion, this conference report 
is flawed in many ways. It perpetuates 
the existing inefficient and unfair sys-
tem of farm subsidies and significantly 
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increases subsidies for favored crops. 
That means we will continue to sub-
sidize a limited number of producers. 
We will continue to distort the market. 
We will continue to impose higher 
costs on consumers and taxpayers. And 
we will continue to treat my state of 
New Jersey unfairly. 

For these reasons, I cannot in good 
conscience support this conference re-
port. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate the chairman of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee, the 
ranking member, conferees and staff 
members who worked so hard to bring 
the new farm bill to the floor of the 
Senate for final passage. 

I especially want to applaud them for 
the inclusion of a strong provision to 
encourage the deployment of 
broadband technology to rural Amer-
ica. Ensuring that all Americans have 
the technological capability is essen-
tial in this digital age. It is not only an 
issue of fairness, but it is also an issue 
of economic survival. But, as the de-
mand for high speed Internet access 
grows urban America is quickly gain-
ing high speed access, while rural 
America is, too often, being left be-
hind. 

Historically, our economy has been 
defined by geography, and we in Con-
gress were powerless to do anything 
about it. Where there were ports, towns 
and businesses got their start. Where 
there were railroad tracks, towns and 
businesses grew up around them. The 
highway system brought the same evo-
lution. 

But the Internet is changing all of 
that. No longer must economic growth 
be defined by geographic fiat. Tele-
communications industries and policy-
makers are proclaiming, ‘‘distance is 
dead!’’ But, that’s not quite right: dis-
tance will be dead, only as long as we 
ensure that broadband services are 
available to all parts of America, urban 
and rural, and the bill we pass today is 
an important step toward improving 
Internet access in rural America. 

To remedy the gap between urban 
and rural America, several years ago I 
introduced legislation to establish a 
new broadband loan program within 
the Rural Utilities Service. I am very 
pleased to have worked with the chair-
man and others to craft a broadband 
provision modeled after that bill that 
will give the rural broadband program 
an authorization and funding. This 
funding will create hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars of broadband loans each 
year. 

This issue is not a new one. When we 
were faced with electrifying all of the 
country, we enacted the Rural Elec-
trification Act. When telephone service 
was only being provided to well-popu-
lated communities, we expanded the 
Rural Electrification Act and created 
the Rural Utilities Service to oversee 
rural telephone deployment. In place 
for over 50 years the RUS tele-
communications loan program has 
been an unprecedented success. In 1949, 

about 40 percent of American farmers 
had phone service. Not only has that 
changed dramatically, with almost ev-
eryone having access to basic tele-
phone service, but it is important to 
note that in over 50 years there has not 
been a single loan loss in the tele-
communications program. 

Today’s legislation seeks to build on 
that success to make new investment 
in the next generation of telecommuni-
cations technology, known as 
broadband, to ensure that all Ameri-
cans have access to the Internet. This 
will give RUS new authority to make 
hundreds of millions of dollars in low 
interest loans each year to companies 
that are deploying broadband tech-
nology to rural America. Loans will be 
made on a company neutral and a tech-
nology neutral basis so that companies 
that want to serve these areas can do 
so by employing technology that is 
best suited to a particular area. 

Again, I commend the chairman and 
ranking member, and the staff of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee for 
their work on this provision. This pro-
gram and the loans that will flow from 
it will be the biggest broadband invest-
ment program ever enacted in the 
United States and will go a long way 
toward ensuring that rural Americans 
have access to the next generation of 
technology. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to say a few words about the 
farm bill conference report on which 
the Senate will soon be voting. 

Let me say at the outset that there is 
a lot of good in this bill. I wish I could 
vote for it. However, I will not vote in 
favor of this bill today, and I will ex-
plain why shortly. 

Senator HARKIN and his staff have 
worked very hard to craft this farm bill 
in the face of very strong and com-
peting State and regional interests. I 
know their task was not an easy one 
and it is not always possible to please 
everyone. Clearly, there are some pro-
visions in this bill that will benefit 
New Mexico. 

In particular, I would like to cite 
Chairman HARKIN’s steadfast commit-
ment to strengthening the agriculture 
conservation programs that help pro-
tect the environment. 

I do believe the conservation pro-
grams should be the real centerpiece of 
this legislation. Unfortunately, funding 
for these vital programs was cut $4 bil-
lion below the level in the Senate- 
passed bill. I am disappointed the Sen-
ate did not prevail in the conference 
with the House. Nevertheless, existing 
conservation programs, such as CRP 
and EQIP, as well as the new Conserva-
tion Security Program, will help pro-
tect New Mexico’s farm and ranchland 
for future generations, though not as 
much as they would have under the 
Senate bill. There is a new Water Con-
servation Program that will help slow 
the depletion of the Southern Ogallala 
Aquifer in Texas, New Mexico, Okla-
homa, and Kansas. 

This bill has funding for a new Grass-
land Reserve Program and a Water 

Conservation Program that will be 
helpful to farmers and ranchers in my 
State, especially with New Mexico now 
in the throes of an extended drought. 

There is also mandatory funding in 
this farm bill for the Small Watershed 
Rehabilitation Program, which I co-
sponsored in the last Congress. This 
program supports reconstruction of the 
100 small watershed dams in my State, 
many of which are 30 to 50 years old 
and reaching the end of their expected 
life. 

Funding for the Market Access Pro-
gram has been increased, which will 
help all farmers increase exports of 
their products. 

I am pleased the conferees adopted 
my language that will allow New Mexi-
co’s Valencia peanut pool to continue 
to operate as an effective marketing 
association. 

Within this farm bill’s nutrition pro-
grams, I am pleased that Congress is fi-
nally restoring benefits for adult legal 
immigrants who have lived here for at 
least 5 years and all children of legal 
immigrants. I also support increased 
funding for the WIC and senior farmers’ 
market nutrition programs. 

This bill continues important rural 
development programs that have been 
critical to helping New Mexico’s small-
er communities improve infrastructure 
and promote economic development. 
There are new programs to train rural 
firefighters and to extend broadband 
service to rural areas. The additional 
funding for water and wastewater 
projects will be especially important to 
rural communities in my state facing 
major construction costs to meet 
EPA’s new standard for arsenic in 
drinking water. 

Finally, I cosponsored Senator JOHN-
SON’s bill that requires country of ori-
gin labeling of meat, fruits and vegeta-
bles, fish and peanuts. The farm bill in-
cludes these new labeling provisions. I 
do believe consumers deserve to know 
the source of their commercial food 
products. 

That is some of the good in this farm 
bill. However, as I said, I will not be 
voting in favor of the bill, and I would 
like to take a few minutes to explain 
why. 

This farm bill does nothing to stem 
the staggering cost to the taxpayers of 
subsidies for agricultural commodities. 
In fact, this legislation will increase 
Federal subsidies by nearly $50 billion 
over the next decade; this is on top of 
the baseline funding of $77 billion. The 
Federal Government’s role in agri-
culture will grow dramatically under 
this legislation. By some estimates, 
forty percent of net farm income now 
comes from the Federal Government. 

Nearly three-quarters of all of the 
new money in this bill goes to crop 
subsidy programs. As we all now know 
from the analysis does by the Environ-
mental Working Group, the vast major-
ity of these federal subsidies go to 
growers in 10 central and southern 
States for only a few specific crops. 
Such massive subsidies drive up land 
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prices and do nothing to stem over pro-
duction, especially when commodity 
prices are low. 

Even more troubling to me is the new 
national dairy subsidy program in this 
farm bill, which will cost taxpayers at 
least $1.3 billion over the next 3 to 4 
years. At the same time it will actu-
ally lower the average revenue for milk 
producers in New Mexico by an esti-
mated 17 cents per hundredweight. 

That is correct, you heard it right. 
This program costs taxpayers $1.3 bil-
lion and will actually hurt dairy pro-
ducers in my State. Moreover, we esti-
mate that every producer with more 
than about 800 cows in all 50 States will 
lose revenue under this program. Be-
cause the average size of New Mexico’s 
dairies is about 1,580 cows, nearly every 
producer in my State will be hurt by 
this legislation. 

In the past decade, New Mexico has 
quietly come to the forefront of the na-
tion’s dairy industry. Milk production 
in my State has more than tripled 
since 1990. New Mexico is now seventh 
in the nation in total milk production 
and fifth in average milk production 
per cow. In the first 3 months of this 
year, production has grown 17 percent 
over the 2001 level. In Roosevelt and 
Curry Counties, production is up a 
whopping 32 percent. 

There is no secret for my State’s 
booming dairy industry. New Mexico is 
an ideal location for dairies because of 
our mild climate, which boosts milk 
production and does not require shel-
tering the animals from the weather. 
In addition, producers are moving to 
New Mexico because of the strong dairy 
infrastructure, moderate land prices, 
and well-integrated alfalfa industry. 
Currently, there are plans for 35 new 
dairies in new Mexico, most of which 
will have between 1,500 and 3,000 cows. 
These are not some kind of mega-in-
dustrial operations, but family-run 
farms just like dairies all over Amer-
ica. 

The growth in dairy production in 
New Mexico is coupled with rapid 
growth in milk processing, including 
production of powder, cheese, and 
ultra-filtered milk. Soon, the Nation’s 
first commercial plant producing milk 
protein concentrate will open in 
Portales, New Mexico. The economic 
impact of the dairy industry on New 
Mexico is now estimated at $1.8 billion 
per year. 

Because New Mexico has mostly 
large, efficient, family-owned dairies, 
my State is the big loser under this 
new daily subsidy program. Inde-
pendent analyses show the $1.3 billion 
Federal subsidy will encourage over-
production and depress market prices 
nationwide. According to FAPRI’s pre-
liminary analysis of this legislation, 
the excess production will drive down 
national class III and IV milk prices by 
17 and 28 cents/cwt, respectively. This 
means every dairy producer in America 
will get a lower price for all of his or 
her milk. 

Meanwhile, under existing law, the 
Federal Government must step in and 

purchase the surplus. The government 
already owns nearly a billion pounds of 
surplus nonfat dry milk, equal to an 18- 
month supply In just the last month 
alone, the government has had to pur-
chase 80-million pounds of nonfat dry 
milk at a cost of about $70 million. 
This legislation will add still more to 
the government’s already bulging pow-
der inventory. The taxpayers, of 
course, will be asked to bear the cost of 
purchasing all of this excess production 
on top of the new $1.3 billion subsidy. 
Sadly, this ill-conceived program will 
continue to erode the dairy industry 
for years to come. 

Finally, we do not really know how 
much this program will cost because it 
depends on milk prices in the future 
and the number of participants in the 
program. The lower the price of milk, 
the higher the cost to the taxpayer. As 
I indicated, CBO scored the program at 
$1.3 billion. However, the Food and Ag-
ricultural Policy Research Institute 
has performed an independent analysis 
and estimates the total cost to the tax-
payers at $3.6 billion—nearly three 
times more than CBO’s estimate. Un-
fortunately, only time will tell how big 
the final bill will be for this program. 

In short, the new dairy program is a 
real lose-lose proposal for the Amer-
ican people. There simply is no need for 
Congress to ask taxpayers to subsidize 
the dairy industry to the tune of bil-
lions of dollars. 

From the outset, I said I could not 
support a farm bill that contained any 
massive new national dairy subsidy 
program. This bill suffers the added de-
fect that it actually harms the dairy 
industry in my State. In fact, New 
Mexico’s producers are hurt more than 
producers in any other state. 

I would like to read part of a letter 
addressed to me from the Dairy Pro-
ducers of New Mexico: 

The Farm Security Act of 2002 is not good 
for New Mexico. It introduces a new, expen-
sive, and counter productive direct payment 
provision to dairy producers on some of their 
milk. 

The letter goes on: 

This is not good policy for dairy farmers— 
it turns them from business people in the 
market to people on the government dole. It 
is not good for taxpayers because it 
misspends their money. It is not good for our 
Nation because it interferes with inter-
national trade. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of this letter be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. (See Exhibit 
1.) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would have liked 
to be able to vote for this farm bill, but 
regrettably, I cannot. 

I will vote no on this conference re-
port. 

EXHIBIT 1 

DAIRY PRODUCERS OF NEW MEXICO, 
Roswell, NM, May 1, 2002. 

Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: On behalf of 
Dairy Producers of New Mexico and its mem-
bership, I want to thank you and your entire 
staff, particularly Dr. Dan Alpert, for rep-
resenting our New Mexico dairy producers. 
We recognize that national dairy policy is 
very complex and regionalized, and often 
contentious. It is indeed very comforting to 
us to know that our U.S. delegation takes a 
stand to protect New Mexicans in the face of 
national politics. 

The Farm Security Act of 2002 is not good 
for New Mexico. It introduces a new, expen-
sive, and counter productive direct payment 
provision to dairy producers on some of their 
milk. The over one billion dollars thrown 
into the dairy economy will result in reduced 
milk prices on all milk regardless of the size 
of farm that produces it. The family run 
dairy farms in New Mexico will be especially 
hard hit. 

According to FAPRI, the average payment 
will be about 85 cents a hundredweight but 
that will only be on the first 2.4 million 
pounds produced or a maximum payment of 
about $20,400. This payment will be more 
than offset by the average milk price on all 
milk of 14 cents a hundredweight. For the 
average dairy farmer in New Mexico that is 
about $52,500 per year. 

This is a real loss of income. It is not a loss 
just to the dairy farmers, but to their fami-
lies, their employees, and their vendors. The 
economics of the rural New Mexico commu-
nities will suffer this loss as well. 

The Farm Security Act brings us anxiety— 
anxiety as to when and how the government 
will again adversely impact our industry. 

This is not good policy for dairy farmers— 
it turns them from business people in the 
market to people on the government dole. It 
is not good for the taxpayers because it 
misspends their money. It is not good for our 
Nation because it interferes with inter-
national trade. 

History will show that your amendment of-
fered last December was wise and those who 
voted for it and stuck by their votes had a 
better vision for dairy than the Farm bill 
now before the Senate. It’s a battle that we 
appreciate you taking on and fighting on our 
behalf. 

Yes, there are some provisions that we 
like. These include dairy price support pro-
gram extension of $9.90/cwt for six years; au-
thorization of a new national Johne’s disease 
control program; the extension of the Dairy 
Export Incentive Program (DEIP); fixing the 
statutory mandatory inventory and price re-
porting language to prevent further costly 
reporting errors by the USDA; and funds for 
dairy and other livestock producers through 
the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram (EQIP). Those were by and large non 
controversial and they do not need to come 
at the great cost imposed by the dairy mar-
ket loss program. 

Again, Senator, we appreciate all of your 
hard work for the dairy industry in New 
Mexico. We sincerely appreciate your efforts 
on behalf of arc family farmers. 

Sincerely, 
SHARON L. LOMBARDI, 

Executive Director. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 

President, today is a sad, sad day in 
America. It is a said day for the U.S. 
taxpayer and a sad day for the family 
farmers of our country. I believe the 
Wall Street Journal said it best when 
they editorialized, ‘‘that great rooting, 
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snooting noise you hear in the dis-
tance, is the sound of election-year, 
farm-state politics rolling out of the 
U.S. Congress.’’ 

My colleagues know I stand for fiscal 
conservatism, so I don’t imagine that 
many are surprised by my opposition 
to the farm bill 2002 conference report. 
But a ‘‘no’’ vote does not adequately 
describe my disappointment, my dis-
gust, or my dismay at this, the largest 
non-military expansion of the Federal 
Government since the Great Society. 

House and Senate conferees approved 
a farm bill that expands payments to 
farmers by nearly $50 billion over the 
next decade. More than 90 percent of 
this increase will go to farmers pro-
ducing just five crops: wheat, corn, 
rice, cotton and soybean. Two-thirds of 
this money will benefit a mere 10 per-
cent of farmers. If the goal of the so- 
called Freedom to Farm Act of 1996 was 
to wean farmers off the trough of gov-
ernment assistance, this bill represents 
a bloating of agriculture’s dependency 
on the taxpayer’s dime. 

In these times of war and deficit 
spending, should we really be directing 
precious taxpayer dollars in such an ir-
responsible manner? I read an estimate 
that this legislation will cost the aver-
age American household $4,377 over the 
next 10 years, $1,805 in taxes and $2,572 
in inflated food prices because of price 
supports. And for what, I ask? To prop 
up wealthy corporate farmers? To en-
courage farmers to continue overpro-
ducing unprofitable crops for which 
there is more supply than demand? To 
reinstate subsidies for honey, wool, and 
mohair? 

Even the one provision in the Senate- 
passed version of the bill that made it 
somewhat palatable, payment limita-
tions, was gutted to the extent that it 
is no longer meaningful: the cap was 
raised and loopholes, the prized toy of 
our top legislators, included to make 
the one attempt at payment control 
utterly ineffective. What good is a pay-
ment limitation that can be com-
pletely circumvented? 

In response to some of the criticism 
that has been ladled on this pork-bar-
rel monstrosity, Senators HARKIN and 
DASCHLE point to the $17.1 billion in-
cluded for conservation programs. I 
find it ironic that they continue to do 
so when environmentalists are critical 
and have pledged opposition to the bill. 
As the ranking Republican member of 
the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee, I have to say, at 
what price conservation? It is worth 
the total price tag? I think not. What 
the conservation title represents is a 
transparent attempt to buy votes from 
those States that do not benefit from 
the commodities title. I am supportive 
of the conservation programs this bill 
funds. My State of New Hampshire re-
lies on these programs. But I will not 
fall for it. Why should New Hampshire 
taxpayers, or any taxpayers, be asked 
to foot the bill for encouraging farmers 
to get on the Federal dole when our 
goal should be to do just the opposite? 

This bill is a step backwards, as far 
as I am concerned, in agricultural pol-
icy. Our Chamber’s two working farm-
ers, Senators LUGAR and GRASSLEY, op-
pose its passage. I only hope that fiscal 
sanity will take hold of my colleagues 
and prevent this fat-laden conference 
report from ever reaching the Presi-
dent’s desk. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise this 
afternoon to commend Chairman HAR-
KIN and all of the farm bill conferees on 
their work related to H.R. 2646, the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002. The Senate passed its 
version of this legislation on February 
13, 2002 and I am pleased that the con-
ferees were able to finish their work so 
we can send this legislation to the 
President for his signature and quick 
enactment. I am confident that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture will 
work expeditiously to implement the 
new programs created in this legisla-
tion in time for the 2002 crop year. 
Rural America needs the assistance 
provided through this ‘‘rural’’ eco-
nomic stimulus bill, and I am pleased 
that today we will respond to their 
needs. 

I am especially pleased that this leg-
islation includes the creation of a new, 
national dairy program that supports 
all dairy farmers regardless of location 
and regardless of the end use of their 
milk. I am also pleased with the in-
creased investment in nutrition fund-
ing for programs like food stamps, the 
WIC and Seniors Farmers Market pro-
gram. Finally, I am supportive of the 
enhanced commitment to conservation 
spending on programs like the Farm-
land Protection Program, the Con-
servation Reserve Program, the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentive Program 
and the new Conservation Security 
Program. 

Of particular interest to my State of 
Wisconsin is the creation of a new, na-
tional dairy program that will, for the 
first time, create a more meaningful 
and credible safety net for all of our 
Nation’s dairy farmers. This new pro-
gram, while not perfect for any one re-
gion, moves us beyond the regional and 
divisive debate over dairy compacts. I 
am pleased that gone are the days of 
regional trade barriers and milk price 
fixing cartels that artificially support 
the price of milk in one region at the 
expense of farmers in others. 

In addition to extending the very im-
portant dairy price support program at 
$9.90 per hundredweight, this farm bill 
creates a new counter-cyclical program 
that will provide assistance to farmers 
when the price of milk falls below 
$16.94 per hundredweight. A payment 
rate will be calculated by taking 45 
percent of the difference between $16.94 
and the class I, fluid, price in Boston. 
That payment rate will be made on the 
first 2.4 million pounds of a producer’s 
production, or approximately 133 cows. 
The payment rate per hundredweight 
will be the same for all dairy farmers 
regardless of location and regardless of 
what their milk is used for. We in the 

Upper Midwest have argued over the 
years that all dairy farmers should be 
treated the same regardless of the end 
use of their milk and I am pleased that 
this conference report supports that 
position. 

In addition to increased support for 
our dairy farmers, the Farm Bill Con-
ference Report also provides nearly $6.4 
billion in funding for nutrition pro-
grams. These nutrition programs in-
clude food stamps, the WIC and Seniors 
Farmers Market Nutrition Programs 
and the emergency food assistance pro-
gram. This legislation also provides 
food stamp benefits to legal immi-
grants. The nutrition title of the bill is 
very important to our producers who 
provide the commodities for the pro-
grams, as well as low-income and less 
fortunate individuals who need help in 
getting access to a more nutritious and 
well-balanced diet. 

Beyond the much needed increase in 
nutrition funding, the Farm Bill Con-
ference Report also provides a much 
needed increase in conservation spend-
ing. The Farm Bill Conference Report 
reflects a total increase of 80 percent 
for conservation programs. Specifi-
cally, this legislation provides a new 
20-fold increase for the Farmland Pro-
tection Program, a 10-fold increase for 
the Wildlife Incentives Program and 
phases up to achieve a $1.1 billion an-
nual funding level for the Environ-
mental Quality Incentive Program, 
EQIP. I am also pleased that there is 
an additional enrollment of 1.2 million 
acres for the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram which works extremely well in 
Wisconsin. 

Despite the many positive provisions 
in this farm bill, I am disappointed 
that the House Conferees refused to 
adopt two very important Senate pro-
visions. I am disappointed that the 
House Conferees refused to adopt the 
Senate language regarding the ban on 
packer ownership of livestock, which 
the majority of the Senate supported 
in two separate votes. I am also dis-
appointed that the House Conferees did 
not accept a meaningful limitation on 
farm payments. 

First, this conference report does not 
include the so-called ‘‘Johnson Amend-
ment,’’ which would ban packer owner-
ship of livestock. On December 11, 2001, 
with my support, the Senate adopted 
this amendment in order to provide 
ranchers who raise livestock with more 
marketing opportunities and hopefully 
a higher price for their product. How-
ever, the House Conferees, under pres-
sure from the meat industry including 
large packers, refused to accept this 
provision. Without a ban of packer 
ownership of livestock, independent 
producers will continue to be shut out 
of markets, face lower prices and less 
competition while packers continue to 
give preference to their own supplies of 
livestock. I support Senator JOHNSON’s 
call for hearings on this important 
issue in the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, and to investigate abusive mar-
ket practices in the livestock sector. 
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Second, I am disappointed that the 

conference report does not include a 
meaningful limit on the level of farm 
subsidies going to large farmers lo-
cated predominantly in the south. This 
conference report, while reducing the 
overall payment limit to $180,000 annu-
ally is meaningless as the ‘‘triple-enti-
ty’’ rule remains in place. The final bill 
retains loopholes that not only permit 
a recipient to double the $180,000 level 
to $360,000 through the ‘‘triple-entity’’ 
rule but also makes it effectively lim-
itless for the purpose of marketing 
loan gains and loan deficiency pay-
ments. The conference report also al-
lows for the continued use of the ge-
neric certificate program. This pro-
gram allows the largest of producers to 
enjoy the benefits of the marketing 
loan program without repayment while 
allowing the producer to hold onto 
their commodity for future sale on the 
open market. The loopholes that re-
main make the payment limitation 
provisions in the conference report 
meaningless and I am disappointed 
that the conferees could not agree on a 
way to prevent large payments from 
going to those producers who need the 
assistance the least. 

I realize this bill is not perfect. There 
are provisions and changes that I wish 
could have been included in the final 
conference report. But this bill restores 
a much needed economic safety-net to 
an industry that experiences wide fluc-
tuations in prices. The combination of 
a new counter-cyclical dairy program, 
increased nutrition spending and an in-
crease in funding for conservation pro-
grams makes this new farm bill one 
that I can support and one that I think 
will help our farmers and ranchers 
across the country. We have a commit-
ment to rural America to ensure farm-
ing remains a viable industry in our 
Nation and I commend Senator HARKIN 
for his leadership on this very impor-
tant legislation. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
want to make a few comments on my 
opposition to the farm bill conference 
report. While I strongly support the 
dairy provision that Senator KOHL and 
I helped secure for Wisconsin’s dairy 
farmers, I am deeply concerned that 
the conference report eliminated a 
number of important Senate-passed 
provisions that targeted assistance to 
small and medium-sized family farm-
ers. 

Specifically, I am concerned that the 
conference committee weakened the 
Senate-passed payment limitation 
amendment and reduced the conserva-
tion funding. It then used these funds 
for the misguided purpose of increasing 
payments to corporate owned farms 
and agribusinesses. I am also deeply 
disappointed that a number of Senate- 
approved amendments aimed at pro-
viding competition in rural America 
were completely eliminated in the con-
ference committee. 

I am disturbed that the conferees 
stripped the payment limitations pro-
vision that both the House and Senate 

supported. As my colleagues will re-
call, the Senate voted 66–31 to target 
Federal assistance to small and me-
dium-sized family farmers by imposing 
a $275,000 payment limitation on over-
all payments. 

I support the Senate-passed provision 
of a $275,000 payment limitation, but 
this conference report permits up to 
$360,000 and includes significant loop-
holes. I am not sure who this increase 
is meant to benefit. I know it isn’t ben-
efitting many people in Wisconsin, 
where only 14 out of our 60,000 farms re-
ceive over $275,000 in government pay-
ments. 

At the same time that the bill pro-
vides increased funds to the largest 
producers and agribusinesses, it re-
duces funding for important conserva-
tion programs that benefit family 
farmers of non-traditional crops such 
as those produced in Wisconsin. Many 
Wisconsin commodities—such as pota-
toes, sweet corn, green beans, cran-
berries, and cherries—are simply not 
eligible for most commodity programs, 
but do receive benefits under a number 
of the conservation programs. 

Wisconsinites certainly support a 
strong safety net for America’s farm-
ers, but this bill is fiscally irrespon-
sible. The Congressional Budget Office 
now estimates that the bill before us 
would cost $124.6 billion through 2007, 
or almost $21 billion annually. That is 
about $2 billion more a year than pre-
viously calculated. I cannot support a 
bill where payments are targeted to 
larger agribusinesses instead of family 
farmers. Moreover, these new numbers 
indicate that this bill would force Con-
gress to retreat from other budget pri-
orities, including shoring up Social Se-
curity and Medicare. 

This bill also does not contain impor-
tant Senate-passed provisions that 
would have added much needed com-
petition to rural America. It makes lit-
tle sense that the conferees rejected 
the Senate-passed ban on packer own-
ership and my amendment giving farm-
ers a choice of venue to resolve dis-
putes associated with agricultural con-
tracts. 

The Senate-passed packer ownership 
ban would have been an important first 
step to provide a competitive market-
place, and curtail the vertical integra-
tion by agribusinesses. My amendment 
reforming mandatory arbitration 
clauses would have ensured that the 
decision to arbitrate is truly voluntary 
and that the rights and remedies pro-
vided for by our judicial system are not 
waived under coercion. Again, more 
than 60 Senators supported my amend-
ment, but it was dropped in conference. 

I do want to join Senator KOHL and 
my other colleagues to commend the 
dairy provision included in this farm 
bill. This provision finally begins to 
move our dairy policy in the right di-
rection by treating all dairy farmers 
the same—regardless of where they 
live. I am proud to have worked with 
my senior Senator to have defeated ef-
forts to extend and expand the north-

east dairy compact and to have estab-
lished a national safety net that pro-
vides equal support to producers re-
gardless of where they live. I am also 
pleased that this program has a sen-
sible limitation in terms of its pay-
ment structure. By capping these pay-
ments at the first 2.4 million pounds of 
production, we will help to ensure that 
large factory farms out west do not 
flood the market with milk and depress 
the price for those in the upper Mid-
west. 

So it is with regret that I must op-
pose this legislation, because I am 
proud of what Senator KOHL and I were 
able to secure through the dairy safety 
net. But Wisconsin taxpayer dollars 
should not be used to support agri-
businesses and others who put our 
farmers on an un-level playing field in 
the marketplace. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the farm 
bill has been the subject of a lengthy 
debate among many diverse interests. 
This bill is the product of compromise 
and like any compromise, it is an effort 
to satisfy a wide range of viewpoints. 

California agriculture is itself very 
diverse, and I have heard from many 
groups in the State on this Farm bill. 
What I have heard from California con-
stituents overall is that on balance, 
this farm bill is a net positive for the 
State. 

I have a stack of letters from Califor-
nians on this bill—and I have listened 
carefully to what they have had to say. 
I have been asked to support the bill by 
a long list of California groups, includ-
ing: the California Farm Bureau; West-
ern United Dairymen; the Alliance of 
Western Milk Producers; California 
Citrus Mutual; California Apple Com-
mission; California Walnut Commis-
sion; Diamond of California; California 
Dried Plum Board; California Straw-
berry Commission; Sunsweet Growers, 
Inc.; California Rice Commission; 
Farmer’s Rice Cooperative; Sac-
ramento Central Labor Council/AFL- 
CIO; International Longshore and 
Warehouse Union, Local 17; Calcot, 
Ltd. representing 1700 grower members; 
Dunavant of California—California 
Cotton Farmers; Anderson Clayton 
Corp.—Serving the California Cotton 
industry; California Food Policy Advo-
cates—representing food banks 
throughout the State; Los Angeles Co-
alition to End Hunger and Homeless-
ness; Health Access; National Council 
of La Raza; Coalition for Humane Im-
migrant Rights of Los Angeles; Na-
tional Immigration Forum; Jack Flem-
ing Ranches; Big Valley Packers; and 
Meyers Farming. 

These groups represent many dif-
ferent interests—from California dairy 
to specialty crops, cotton and rice 
farmers, labor unions, advocates for 
food banks, advocates for humane 
treatment of legal immigrants on food 
stamp policy, just to name a few. 

These groups have one thing in com-
mon. Each has asked for my support on 
final passage of the Farm Bill Con-
ference Report. 
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Some wish California could do better 

in the farm bill. I do not disagree. 
I am particularly disappointed that 

the farm bill conference report in-
cludes $4.2 billion less for agriculture 
conservation programs than the Senate 
passed bill. The Senate version of the 
bill set aside a record $21.3 billion for 
conservation. Unfortunately, the House 
did not maintain this level of support. 
However, the conference report con-
tains an 80 percent increase in con-
servation funding over previous farm 
bills. This represents an important step 
in the right direction. 

The conferees also decided to drop a 
provision that I authored to deal with 
Sudden Oak Death Syndrome. This 
syndrome has already killed many of 
California’s beloved oak trees and has 
hurt our wood product and nursery in-
dustries. 

It is my understanding that the Sud-
den Oak Death language was the vic-
tim of a broader controversy over other 
provisions of the forestry title. I hope I 
can count on my colleagues to move 
this desperately needed and non-con-
troversial legislation as a stand-alone 
bill. 

I also remain concerned about the eq-
uity in the distribution of resources in 
this bill. California specialty crops, in 
particular, should get a greater share 
of Federal resources. There are im-
provements in several programs avail-
able to specialty crop growers, but the 
bill does not go nearly as far as it 
should to ensure an equitable distribu-
tion of Federal dollars to California. 

At the same time, there are many 
good things about the bill for Cali-
fornia, and on the whole, I believe the 
strengths of the conference report out-
weigh the weaknesses. Let me take a 
few minutes to explain why. 

The California dairy industry bene-
fits from a price support program that 
assures an important safety net in dif-
ficult times. California dairy farms 
will also benefit from a new formula 
that will provide additional access to 
environmental improvements funding 
through the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program. 

Specialty Crop producers in Cali-
fornia—such as walnuts, dried plums, 
and pears also benefit from a number of 
programs in this bill, including a min-
imum of $200 million per year author-
ized for purchases of surplus commod-
ities for school lunch and other pro-
grams. 

The Market Access Program has been 
substantially increased in the con-
ference report from the current $90 mil-
lion per year increasing to $200 million 
over 6 years. This program helps Cali-
fornia agriculture market its products 
abroad, including our dairy, specialty 
crops and our wine industry. I have 
worked for years to save this program 
and increase its funding. The substan-
tial increase authorized in this bill is a 
real victory for California farmers. 

Rice and cotton farmers and the com-
munities they live and work in have 
suffered difficult economic times. The 

commodity payments in this bill give 
these farmers a light at the end of the 
tunnel. An important reform included 
in the bill are new limitations on pay-
ments to multi-millionaire farmers. 
This is a reform I strongly supported 
and I am pleased that it is included in 
the final conference report. 

I am also particularly grateful that 
the House and Senate conferees set 
aside $50 million to be used specifically 
for water conservation efforts in the 
Klamath region. I would have preferred 
the $175 million in the Senate bill, but 
the $50 million provided will make a 
significant contribution to the needs of 
the people and the wildlife in the 
Klamath basin. 

The Nutrition title of the farm bill 
will also provide substantial benefits to 
my State. In California, the nutrition 
title has the potential to deliver more 
than $1.7 billion in new assistance to 
more than 3.5 million people. Accord-
ing to the California Food Policy Advo-
cates, an organization that works with 
food banks throughout the State, ‘‘this 
is one of the most important pieces of 
Food Stamp legislation since the land-
mark 1977 Act.’’ 

The conference report also restores 
eligibility for participation in the Fed-
eral food stamp program for many 
legal immigrants who lost those privi-
leges in 1996 as a result of welfare re-
form. 

Legal immigrants pay taxes, are eli-
gible for the draft, and many proudly 
serve in the Armed Forces. Yet, 1 in 10 
immigrant families with a citizen child 
report not eating for at least one day 
during the past 6 months. One in four is 
forced to cut the size of their children’s 
meals due to lack of resources. This 
bill will provide critical assistance to 
the neediest members of our immi-
grant communities. 

Along with Senator GRAHAM, I also 
sponsored an amendment that is in the 
final bill authorizing $10 million over 
10 years for farm worker training. 

Training farm workers to upgrade 
and expand their skills leads to added 
value for agricultural crops and in-
creased worker productivity. It also 
improves worker pay, thereby helping 
to alleviate poverty in farm commu-
nities. 

On balance, this farm bill includes 
key provisions that are important to 
the agriculture economy in California. 
After carefully considering the pros 
and cons on this important legislation, 
I have decided to support final passage 
of the Farm Bill Conference Report. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for the 
farm bill conference report. It has 
taken us months to get to this point, 
but we now have a comprehensive farm 
bill that addresses the needs of our 
farmers, as well as our consumers. I 
thank the members of the conference 
committee for their hard work and 
dedication, and I urge my colleagues to 
recognize their good work by voting in 
favor of final passage. 

The 2002 farm bill represents a step 
forward on many issues. This is evident 

in several of the provisions in the bill, 
especially those relating to dairy, con-
servation, nutrition and preservation. 
In these areas, the new farm bill goes 
well beyond current policy, building on 
the successes of yesterday, to help 
meet the demands of today. 

I am particularly encouraged by the 
program this farm bill puts in place to 
protect our Nation’s dairy farmers. 
House and Senate conferees have 
achieved consensus on legislation that 
provides direct, counter-cyclical pay-
ments when the Boston Class I price 
falls below a target price of $16.94 per 
hundredweight. When the price of fluid 
milk drops below this level, farmers 
will receive a payment on 45 percent of 
the difference between $16.94 and the 
market price. These payments, capped 
at 2.4 million pounds of milk per year, 
will be paid to all producers across the 
Nation. To ensure the counter-cyclical 
nature of these payments, the 2.4 mil-
lion pound cap is intended to apply 
only to milk production marketed dur-
ing months when payments are made 
to producers. 

These counter-cyclical payments are 
especially important in my home State 
of Vermont, and throughout New Eng-
land, where the expiration of the 
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact 
has left producers vulnerable to vola-
tile dairy markets. Since July of 1997 
until September of last year, the 
Northeast Dairy Compact made pay-
ments to producers during months 
when Class I prices fell below the com-
pact over-order price of $16.94. If the 
compact had been in place, producers 
would have collected payments each of 
the last 5 months due to the steep de-
cline in prices last December. Since 
then, dairy markets have remained de-
pressed, with no recovery forecasted in 
the near future. 

Recognizing that the loss of the com-
pact has significantly impacted dairy 
farms in New England, this legislation 
makes payments under this program 
retroactive to December 1, 2001. Retro-
active payments will not only help our 
farmers in New England, but they will 
make up for the losses that all pro-
ducers have endured since last Decem-
ber. These losses have been incurred on 
all milk, and it is my expectation that 
retroactive payments will be made to 
cover each gallon produced during that 
period. 

The dairy program included in the 
2002 farm bill will continue to deliver 
payments almost identical to those 
producers received under the compact. 
And, although my farmers would rath-
er see these payments taken out of the 
marketplace than out of the treasury, I 
know for many of my producers, these 
payments will mean the difference be-
tween staying in business, rather than 
calling the auctioneer. 

While the dairy program is by far the 
most important provision in the farm 
bill for my farmers, I am pleased that 
this legislation includes an 80 percent 
boost in funding for conservation pro-
grams. This money will increase the 
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funding levels of programs that have 
proven successful, as well as establish a 
new program to provide incentives to 
producers for continuing and adopting 
conservation practices on working 
lands. 

Although some of us would have pre-
ferred that additional funding be pro-
vided for conservation programs fo-
cused on improving water quality and 
protecting wildlife habitat, this legis-
lation offers important resources that 
will help agricultural producers im-
prove their stewardship of the land. 
The Conferees have included a provi-
sion in the bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to enter into 
stewardship agreements with State and 
local agencies, Indian tribes, and non-
governmental organizations and to des-
ignate special projects to enhance 
technical and financial assistance pro-
vided to agricultural producers. This 
provision will help agricultural pro-
ducers meet the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, and other environmental 
requirements. 

The Senate passed farm bill had in-
cluded a number of provisions that 
would have encouraged the develop-
ment of pilot programs and new efforts 
to promote this kind of cooperation 
and partnership. Although these provi-
sions were not included in the final 
bill, the Conferees have made clear in 
the Statement of Managers that they 
intend for the Secretary to use her au-
thority to establish such partnerships. 
I believe such partnerships could be a 
valuable tool in addressing water qual-
ity issues, particularly nonpoint source 
pollution. There couldn’t be a better 
time to encourage water utilities, land-
owners and the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture to work together to utilize 
the conservation programs to protect 
drinking water source areas. 

Farmers are great caretakers of our 
land. I am encouraged that we have 
given them greater resources with 
which to preserve our open space, pro-
tect our rivers and streams, and sus-
tain the vitality of our rural commu-
nities and economies. I support the 
Senate’s emphasis on conservation in 
this farm bill and believe that it will 
provide an important foundation for 
promoting sound environmental prac-
tices in agriculture. 

I am also delighted that this farm 
bill authorizes such sums as necessary 
for the Office of Rural Development of 
USDA to establish a national historic 
barn preservation program. This provi-
sion allows farmers to receive funds ad-
ministered through States and non- 
profit organizations to bring older 
barns into productive use, or make nec-
essary investments in functioning fa-
cilities to prevent them from falling 
beyond repair. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to appropriate the Senate au-
thorization level of $25 million that 
was included in the Senate farm bill. 

In my home State of Vermont, the 
State Historic Preservation Office cur-
rently administers a small-grant pro-

gram for barn preservation that has 
been funded by the Vermont Legisla-
ture since 1993. While this program has 
been very successful, applications con-
tinue to significantly outnumber the 
grants made through this program. 
Federal funding through the new na-
tional historic barn preservation pro-
gram will help address the growing 
backlog of requests for barn preserva-
tion grants in Vermont and across the 
country. 

Historic barns are some of America’s 
greatest national treasures, symbol-
izing the agricultural foundations upon 
which our Nation was built. Preserving 
these barns will not only ensure their 
survival for generations to come, but 
will also provide practical benefits to 
farmers, and the communities and 
economies that surround them. 

Finally, I would like to commend the 
Senate Conferees for their efforts on 
the nutrition title of the farm bill. Al-
though the conference report includes 
less funding than was originally in-
cluded in the Senate bill, conferees 
fought to include $6.4 billion over 10 
years for nutrition programs. This title 
includes several provisions that will 
improve and enhance the food stamp 
program. Although there was resist-
ance in the House, I am pleased that 
the restoration of food stamp benefits 
to legal immigrants was included in 
the final bill. The benefits that were 
taken away from immigrants in the 
1996 Welfare bill have finally been re-
turned to immigrants that have been 
in the United States for 5 years. 

Other important modifications to the 
food stamp program serve to extend 
transitional benefits to those leaving 
welfare and allow States to better 
align food stamp regulations with 
other public programs such as TANF 
and Medicaid. These provisions 
strengthen the existing food stamp pro-
gram and extend eligibility to those in 
need of assistance. 

In closing, I would like to praise the 
Conferees for their vision in crafting 
this Conference Report. I believe this 
legislation takes a step in the right di-
rection in improving the regional eq-
uity of America’s farm policy. It is 
only fair that we work to help all of 
our farmers receive a fair price for 
their product regardless of size, region 
or commodity. I know that my farmers 
in Vermont work as hard as any in the 
Nation, and because of that they de-
serve the same protection against the 
volatile markets that others share. I’m 
pleased that this bill provides them 
with this protection. 

Finally, I would like to commend 
Majority Leader DASCHLE and Assist-
ant Majority Leader REID for their 
leadership in getting a contentious bill 
through the Senate, and for seeing the 
farm bill through to final passage. Ma-
jority Leader DASCHLE was instru-
mental in this effort, and I am person-
ally most grateful. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, 6 
years ago, Congress passed a farm bill 
that simply did not work for farmers in 
Washington State. 

It destroyed the safety net for Wash-
ington State wheat growers and did lit-
tle for other farmers and ranchers in 
my State. Congress was forced to re-
spond with four consecutive years of 
emergency payments. 

The farm bill before us is not in-
tended to guarantee any Washington 
farmer a profit. It simply guarantees 
what it should guarantee: A safety net 
for our commodity producers when 
prices are low. That is a fair approach 
and one I believe the nation can and 
must support to ensure our long-term 
food security. 

I support this bill because it is a vic-
tory for our farmers and ranchers, the 
working poor and seniors, rural com-
munities, and the environment. 

However, this new farm bill is not a 
perfect one for Washington State. The 
final bill strikes some provisions that I 
believe in very strongly, and it makes 
new policy choices that do not work for 
my State’s producers. 

The Senate farm bill would have ex-
panded Washington State exports by 
lifting the restriction that prohibits 
private financing of sales of food and 
medicine to Cuba. Unfortunately, the 
House leadership remains committed 
to an irrational, lose-lose policy to-
ward Cuba. As a result, the Senate 
amendment died in conference. 

The House leadership was also re-
sponsible for defeating an amendment 
by Senator BAUCUS to provide emer-
gency assistance to farmers and ranch-
ers hurt by drought and other natural 
disasters. Farmers and ranchers 
throughout the West deserved better 
on this issue. 

I want to say how disappointed I am 
with the direction this bill takes on 
dairy policy. On many fronts, from ex-
ports to conservation, the bill will help 
all dairy producers. Unfortunately, the 
new dairy market loss payments 
strongly discriminate against West 
Coast dairy farmers. We had an oppor-
tunity to craft a dairy policy that 
worked for all producers nationwide. 
Instead, Congress again chose to create 
regional winners and losers. 

The Senate farm bill included my 
amendment to promote better coopera-
tion between Native American tribes 
and the U.S. Forest Service. It also in-
cluded an amendment sponsored by 
Senator CANTWELL that would require 
the Inspector General of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture to investigate 
any future deaths of forest firefighters 
in the line of duty. The House refused 
to adopt these common-sense amend-
ments. 

Finally, the Senate farm bill in-
cluded my amendment that would 
allow communities to develop plans to 
bring high-speed access to rural areas. 
Unfortunately, the House conferees re-
fused to accept it, and it is not in-
cluded in the final bill. 

I look forward to working to pass my 
legislation to promote rural broadband 
development and to promote a stronger 
relationship between tribes and the 
Forest Service. I also look forward to 
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revisting the other issues I mentioned 
above in future legislation. 

While I am disappointed with a num-
ber of decisions made by the conference 
committee, this new farm bill includes 
many of the priorities I identified prior 
to the debate. 

I am very pleased the farm bill re-
stores food stamps for legal immi-
grants who have been in the United 
States for five years, and it restores 
food stamps for all children and dis-
abled individuals regardless of how 
long they have been in the United 
States. The legal immigrant provision 
is the centerpiece of a new $6.4 billion 
investment in better nutrition policy. 
The bill will also streamline the Food 
Stamp Program and rationalize the 
quality control system. 

The conference bill helps Washington 
state recover salmon and improve con-
servation practices. The $17.1 billion in 
new conservation spending over the 
next ten years will promote water con-
servation, help dairy producers, ranch-
ers, and farmers protect water quality 
and save farmland and open space from 
development through an expanded 
Farmland Protection Program. 

The bill enhances economic develop-
ment in rural communities by pro-
viding $100 million in loans and loan 
guarantees to establish high-speed, 
high-quality broadband service. The 
bill also makes an important attempt 
to reduce the backlog of water and 
wastewater projects in rural areas. 

This new farm bill strengthens our 
Nation’s energy security by investing 
$405 million in renewable energy and 
biodiesel development. The Senate bill 
included the first energy title ever in-
cluded in a farm bill. Given the uncer-
tain future of the energy bill passed by 
the Senate, I am pleased this section 
survived the conference negotiations. 

With respect to an issue I have 
worked for three years on, the farm bill 
sustains struggling apple growers 
through $94 million in direct assist-
ance. With Senator CANTWELL, I fought 
hard to include this funding, and I 
want to thank Senators DASCHLE and 
HARKIN for their work in protecting 
this vital assistance in conference. 

The conference bill establishes a new 
safety net program for many eastern 
Washington farmers by creating mar-
keting loans and loan deficiency pay-
ments for producers of dry peas, len-
tils, and small chickpeas. I was an 
early cosponsor of similar Senate legis-
lation. Peas, lentils, and chickpeas are 
important rotational crops for our 
wheat growers, and they help to break 
disease cycles. 

The bill increases the Market Access 
Program to $200 million by 2006. In 1999, 
and again in 2001, I introduce legisla-
tion to enhance our agricultural trade 
promotion programs. The final bill sup-
ports my efforts to open and expand 
overseas markets for U.S. farm prod-
ucts. 

The farm bill mandates country-of- 
origin labeling for meat and fish, and 
fruits and vegetables. I believe this is a 

great idea for farmers and ranchers, 
but also for consumers. However, it is 
my understanding the conference re-
port would not allow fish caught by 
U.S. fishermen in international waters 
to be labeled as produced in the United 
States. That is a concern to fishermen 
in my state who fish in international 
waters. 

In another win-win situation for 
farmers and consumers, the final bill 
increases purchases of fruits and vege-
tables for federal feeding programs. 
That means better nutrition for our 
young people and a larger market for 
our fruit and vegetable growers. 

Finally, I want to mention an amend-
ment I authored that was included in 
the Senate bill and the final bill. My 
amendment authorizes emergency as-
sistance for farmworkers when natural 
disasters strike. While Congress has 
often been slow to provide natural dis-
aster assistance to farmers and ranch-
ers, it has rarely provided meaningful 
assistance to farmworkers. We should 
not ignore these workers when disaster 
strikes. 

Implementing this farm bill will not 
be easy and there will be challenges 
along the way. I look forward to work-
ing with my farmer, ranchers, and 
rural communities to ensure that we 
implement this bill quickly and fairly. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I 
rise to support the 2002 farm bill con-
ference report because it is good for Or-
egon producers at home and in the 
world market. 

Agriculture in Oregon is a $3.5 billion 
business. There are 40,000 farms in Or-
egon, totaling over 17 million acres. 
The average farm size is 430 acres, with 
a stunning variety of crops, made up of 
10,000 plus wheat farms in the eastern 
part of the State to 100 acre vineyards 
in the western part of the State. 

Overall, the Oregon Farm Bureau 
supports this farm bill. Oregon wheat 
and barley growers are anxious to see 
the workings of the new loan rates and 
market transition payments. They are 
also pleased to hear that all changes 
are in effect for the 2002 crop. 

Oregon dairy producers tell me the 
compromise that maintains a perma-
nent $9.90 milk price support program 
will help them in the long term, where-
as the establishment of a 3.5 year Na-
tional Dairy Program to provide assist-
ance to all U.S. dairy producers will 
help them in the short term. 

Oregon’s wool producers are pleased 
that the conference report provides 
marketing loans or loan deficiency 
payments to them based on a loan rate 
of $1 per pound for graded wool and $.40 
per pound for non-graded wool. 

This conference report also provides 
$94 million, nationally, for apple pro-
ducers who have suffered low market 
prices. 

But those are just specific examples 
of how this conference report will be 
good for Oregon producers. In a more 
general sense, this conference is good 
for Oregon’s specialty crop producers 
in the following ways: specialty crop 

purchases for section 32 requiring not 
less than $200 million for fruits and 
vegetables. At least $50 million of that 
amount is for schools through the DoD 
Fresh Program; MAP funds—$650 mil-
lion over the life of the bill, hitting the 
authorized ceiling of $200 million in the 
fifth year; Technical Assistance for 
Specialty Crops provides $19 million for 
exporter assistance to address barriers 
that restrict US specialty crop exports; 
$400 million for food assistance of 
which some is destined for specialty 
crop purchases; in addition, increased 
funds for school lunch programs, the 
WIC program, and the Seniors Farmers 
Market program, of which Oregon is 
one of the pilot States; and, Country of 
Origin Labeling for fresh meats, fruits, 
vegetables and fish will help Oregon’s 
producers. 

In addition, while some environ-
mental organizations are not pleased 
by the increases provided in the con-
servation title of this conference re-
port, Oregon farmers will benefit over-
all from the 80 percent increase in con-
servation programs. Specifically, $50 
million is provided for the Klamath 
Basin under a new Water Conservation 
Program that provides cost-share in-
centives and assistance for efforts to 
conserve ground and surface water. 

The nutrition title is supported by 
Oregonians who strongly supported, 
and were successful in maintaining, the 
provision that reinstates food stamp 
benefits for legal immigrants. Orego-
nians will benefit from simplifications 
to the TANF and food stamp programs. 

Oregonians will also benefit from the 
$1.03 billion Rural Development title 
that will, in addition to other new and 
improved rural development programs, 
make $100 million available nationally 
to allow rural consumers to receive 
high-speed, high-quality broadband 
service. It also provides $50 million for 
the Rural Firefighters and Emergency 
Personnel Grant Program which will 
help as rural Oregon communities face 
increasing fire danger from public 
lands. 

For years I have supported increased 
funding for agricultural research. Re-
search dollars have been important to 
Oregon agriculture because they enable 
Oregon agriculture to be competitive 
in the world markets. This title in-
creases funding from $120 million/year 
to $200 million/year in fiscal year 2006. 

This conference report contains a 
new $100 million cost share program to 
assist private non-industrial forest 
land owners in adopting sustainable 
forest management practices. It also 
authorizes research pilot programs in 
carbon sequestration for agriculture 
producers and forest land owners. Both 
of these programs will be available to 
Oregonians, regarded as leaders in 
these areas. 

There are additional programs in this 
conference report that will benefit Or-
egonians that I have not specifically 
mentioned. However, the real work will 
begin when the President signs this 
conference report into law, as he has 
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indicated he will do. We will start the 
arduous process of implementation. I 
will be there, with my Senate and 
House colleagues, as that process 
moves forward to make sure the intent 
and spirit of this law is adhered to: to 
encourage environmentally sound, eco-
nomically stable agriculture. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
farm security and rural development 
act of 2002 contains two important pro-
visions for the protection and revital-
ization of Alaska’s wild salmon indus-
try. One is country of origin labeling 
and whether the fish is farm raised or 
wild caught and the other, a report on 
efforts to promote and use pouched and 
canned salmon within the food and nu-
trition programs of the Agriculture De-
partment. 

Last year, Chilean pen-raised, farm 
salmon was purposefully delivered the 
same time as Alaskan fishermen 
brought their salmon to market. It was 
and is the intent of Chile to devastate 
and erase the Alaskan wild-salmon 
market. Canada, Norway and China are 
increasing their farmed salmon capa-
bilities and are flooding the U.S. mar-
ket with pen-raised, pellet-fed, and 
chemically-enhanced salmon. In fact, 
dye is injected into the flesh of pen- 
raised salmon in order to obtain the or-
ange and reddish salmon color that oc-
curs naturally in wild salmon, which 
are born in fresh water streams, then 
travel out to the deep ocean and back 
again to the same stream to spawn. 

The conference committee report in-
cludes a provision that will require any 
retail seafood product in the United 
States to be labeled at the time of sale 
with its country of origin and whether 
the fish is wild-caught or farm-raised. 
This will help consumers make in-
formed decisions about the seafood 
they put on their dinner tables. Alas-
kans know that wild fish from our 
waters are healthier and better tasting 
then farmed fish from overseas. This 
provision will allow the rest of Amer-
ica to make a more informed choice be-
tween pen-raised and wild salmon and 
learn about all the benefits of Alaskan 
seafood. 

The conference committee also re-
tained an amendment which calls on 
the Secretary of Agriculture to report 
to Congress on efforts to expand the 
promotion, marketing, and purchase of 
U.S. pouched and canned salmon with-
in the food and nutrition programs of 
the Agriculture Department. It is im-
perative to the short term success of 
Alaska’s salmon industry to move ex-
isting inventories of pouched and 
canned salmon. The farm bill does a 
great deal to insure the commodities 
markets for southern and midwestern 
farmers, and these provisions will 
begin to provide some assistance and 
much needed protections for America’s 
fishermen, the farmers of the sea. 

An amendment that did not remain 
in the conference committee report, 
but is absolutely necessary considering 
how pen-raised salmon are altered and 
chemically developed, is the eligibility 

of wild seafood for an organic product 
promotion effort. This amendment by 
my good friend and colleague FRANK 
MURKOWSKI, would have directed the 
Secretary of Agriculture to incorporate 
wild seafood into the organic labeling 
program. Wild salmon that go out into 
the oceans and feed in their natural 
habitat are by definition organic and 
completely natural, void of hormones 
or other chemicals and are undeniably 
deserving of the ‘‘organic’’ label. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to congratulate Senator HARKIN 
for his hard work in bringing this farm 
bill together. As Chairman HARKIN said 
yesterday, this conference report is not 
anyone’s idea of perfection. It’s not the 
bill Senator HARKIN passed in the Sen-
ate, nor is it, I think it’s fair to say, 
the bill that Senator HARKIN or any of 
us might have written were legislation 
written to match an ideal standard. 
But the legislation before us today is a 
product of hard work and tough negoti-
ating, and U.S. Senators are only af-
forded the opportunity to vote on 
what’s before us, to make a judgment 
about whether we’re going to provide 
relief and support to farmers in Massa-
chusetts and nationwide in need of re-
lief today, or whether we’re going to 
vote it down and hope for an ideal farm 
bill the legislative process itself has 
proven will not be forthcoming. 

Given that choice, I will support this 
farm bill—I will support it because it 
will meet needs in Massachusetts and 
all around the country that are abso-
lutely critical and which we cannot af-
ford to leave unmet. 

This legislation includes record 
amounts of funding for land and water 
conservation programs, nutrition 
spending and reestablishing a dairy 
program that keeps small dairy farm-
ers in business. This bill increases 
spending for land and water conserva-
tion programs by $17 billion an 80 per-
cent increase. This funding allows pro-
ducers to qualify for assistance if they 
voluntarily incorporate conservation 
practices on their lands. In addition 
the bill provides $1 billion for the 
Farmland Protection Program, which 
provides for protection around urban 
areas and prevents sprawl. Massachu-
setts has a model program for pro-
tecting farmland and this funding will 
only allow us to preserve and protect 
more farmland in the Commonwealth. 

Nutrition and food programs under 
this bill total $6.4 billion. Like most of 
us I would have preferred the Senate 
number, however as we all know com-
promises have to be made in large bills 
such as this. We all should be proud of 
the fact that this bill restores benefits 
to legal immigrant adults who have 
lived in the United States for at least 
5 years. This bill also restores benefits 
to children and the disabled without a 
5-year waiting period. The bill will also 
provide benefits for working families 
moving from welfare to work. 

The dairy provision in the bill is very 
important to Massachusetts as well. I 
wish to thank Senator LEAHY for all of 

his work in this area. He has crafted a 
compromise that allows small dairy 
farmers in the Northeast to compete 
with larger producers in the Midwest. I 
am especially grateful that the dairy 
provisions are retroactive to December 
1, 2001 so that these small diary farm-
ers who have been severely impacted 
by the expiration of the old Northeast 
Dairy Compact, in October of last year, 
can now look forward to much needed 
help as they struggle to survive. This is 
yet another way that we can protect 
open space and prevent urban sprawl 
by giving these small dairy farmers a 
helping hand. 

This bill contains an authorization 
for a $10 million buyback of groundfish 
permits in New England. I strongly be-
lieve that we need to help family fish-
ermen just like we lend a hand to farm-
ers. The fishermen in New England are 
reeling from a recent court decision 
that has reduced their ability to fish 
by a minimum of 20 percent and in 
some cases by 75 percent. These fisher-
men are going to need some help and I 
intend to work with my colleagues to 
get these fishermen some assistance so 
that they can retire with dignity and 
seek opportunities elsewhere. 

As I stated earlier, this is not a per-
fect piece of legislation. I am dis-
appointed that the bill does not con-
tain the strong payment limitations 
that were contained in the Senate bill 
nor does this conference report pro-
hibit meat packers from owning live-
stock. I supported both of these amend-
ments when we debated this bill in the 
Senate and I believe that both of these 
provisions would go along way to pro-
tecting rural America and small family 
owned farms. I wish to go on record as 
saying that I will work with my col-
leagues Senators JOHNSON and 
WELLSTONE to have these measures en-
acted in the future. 

I remain very concerned about a flaw 
of this legislation, one which I know 
many Democrats worked very hard to 
avoid but which remains a serious 
problem in this bill. Without meaning-
ful payment limitations we run the 
risk that large, powerful, corporate 
farms will continue to gobble up Amer-
ica’s small, family-owned, environ-
mentally responsible farmers. We can-
not allow this to happen. This bill 
should protect rural America rather 
than subsidize another round of cor-
porate giveaways that put at risk our 
environment, endanger the livelihood 
of family farmers, and lavish hard 
earned taxpayer money on corpora-
tions that need it the least. By that 
measure, this farm bill is a far cry 
from what our family farms need the 
most, and I would respectfully suggest 
that in the future we consider a whole 
host of efforts that do better than this 
bill does today. 

We all should remain concerned 
about the cost of this legislation as 
well. The bill will increase the cost of 
Federal agricultural programs by $45 
billion over the next 6 years and $73.5 
billion over the next 10 years. With our 
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country at war against terrorism and 
our economy still not recovered we 
should all be concerned about the defi-
cits that this country could potentially 
face. 

Lastly, the conference report con-
tains a number of animal protection 
provisions that I do not support. Par-
ticularly troubling were the provisions 
on animal fighting and downed animal 
protection that were nearly identical 
in both bills and yet the conference re-
port contains a weakened provision. I 
strongly believe we should revisit these 
issues at the earliest possible time. 

In summary, this bill is not perfect, 
but it is the choice before us, and in 
the Senate this year I see no better 
choices being offered. And while I 
think it’s critical that we do better in 
the future, that we strike a better bal-
ance, I do not believe it would be in the 
best interests of our nation to deny 
family farmers and America’s small 
farms the lifeline they so desperately 
need today. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak on the conference 
report for H.R. 2646, the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002, 
FSRIA Act. This is the eleventh farm 
bill since the Congress enacted the Ag-
ricultural Act of 1949, the last perma-
nent farm legislation, and the first 
farm bill of the 21st century. 

The previous farm bill, the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform 
Act of 1996, the FAIR Act, contained at 
least three favorable objectives—to in-
still market discipline upon U.S. agri-
culture, to foster agriculture exports, 
and to eliminate Government-man-
dated planting requirements. That leg-
islation represented the most radical 
change in farm policy since the incep-
tion of Federal farm programs in the 
1930s, and in my view was a step in the 
right direction. 

I would have preferred a farm bill 
which would assist family farmers in 
becoming more efficient and more pro-
ductive, thereby becoming more com-
petitive. Instead of strengthening mar-
ket oriented agricultural sector, I am 
concerned this bill will make farmers 
more dependent upon government sub-
sidies. 

Our farm policy should promote the 
strength and ability of American agri-
culture to produce more and safer food 
and fiber with fewer chemical inputs. 
The United States has a competitive 
advantage in the production of many 
crops and most kinds of livestock. 
However, American farmers and ranch-
ers are plagued by low prices. While 
this bill attempts to deal with low 
farm gate prices, it does not address 
the fact that U.S. agricultural pro-
ducers sell in a world market where 
low prices are the norm. A U.S. agri-
cultural policy that results in Amer-
ican food and fiber products being pro-
duced at higher than world prices does 
no good for American farm families. 

I am very concerned about the re-
gional bias in this bill. Southern cot-
ton, rice, and peanut farmers, particu-

larly large family farms State will be 
adversely affected by the payment lim-
itations. These large farms are some 
how construed to be corporate farms 
when, in fact, most are family farms. 
Also, I am not satisfied that our pea-
nut farmers are being treated fairly. 
This bill ends the peanut quota pro-
gram, the last of the old style farm 
quota programs, and enacts a peanut 
marketing loan program, affecting 
both farmers and rural communities. 
We should have a farm bill that treats 
all farmers equally, that allows them 
to be competitive, and that continues 
to provide the American consumer 
with wholesome, good quality food and 
fiber. 

I note that this bill authorizes con-
siderable spending for conservation. 
There is nothing more important to ag-
riculture than conservation. In South 
Carolina, it is said that if you do not 
take care of your land it will not take 
care of you. It is encouraging that suc-
cessful programs such as the Environ-
mental Quality Incentive Program are 
strengthened in this bill. However, I 
question the addition of programs, 
which in my State could lead to land 
being taken out of agricultural produc-
tion. Once taken out of agriculture, the 
land rarely returns to the farm and 
that increases the demand for land 
thereby raising the price of land or the 
land rental. 

I am disappointed the FSRIA Act 
does not do enough to strengthen our 
agricultural research assets including 
our land-grant university system and 
the Agricultural Research Service. The 
research done by these institutions and 
agency have materially added to the 
competitiveness and productivity of 
American agriculture. They should be 
cultivated and given the funding they 
need to continue their outstanding re-
search. Emphasis should be directed at 
ensuring these results are translated 
into practical measures that can be 
used by the food and fiber sector of our 
economy. More could also have been 
done to help beginning farmers. How-
ever, no piece of legislation is perfect. 

I thank the conferees for retaining 
my amendment regarding farm recon-
stitutions in the conference report. As 
I said in prior statements I made ear-
lier this year, the Department of Agri-
culture could have handled the problem 
itself without legislation. Flue-cured 
tobacco producers and quota owners in 
the Carolinas and Virginia will be bet-
ter off with this amendment. This 
amendment will allow flue-cured to-
bacco allotments and quotas to con-
tinue to be transferred through the 
process of farm reconstitutions. 

Despite my concerns regarding the 
shortcomings of this bill, I will vote in 
favor of the conference report. 
Throughout my long career in public 
service, I have fought for the farmers 
of my State. This bill will provide 
farmers with financial resources to im-
prove their efficiency and productivity. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, since Con-
gress passed the 1996 farm bill, farmers 

throughout America have been point-
ing out the holes in the farm safety net 
that was intended to help family farm-
ers and prevent the demise of Amer-
ica’s agriculture industry. The new 
farm bill, The Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002, author-
izes a wide variety of U.S. Department 
of Agriculture programs and strength-
ens the safety net for America’s farm-
ers, ranchers, and rural communities. 

This farm bill, not unlike other au-
thorizing bills that have moved 
through the Congress in recent years, 
approves, in one broad stroke, huge 
amounts of spending on the mandatory 
side of the budget. Without adequate 
controls and without the political will 
to make tough decisions, mandatory 
spending has been annually eating up 
greater portions of the nation’s budg-
etary resources. 

That is not to say that there are not 
a number of worthwhile, and necessary, 
provisions in this bill. Certainly we do 
not wish to see our agricultural indus-
try go the way of others that have 
drifted overseas, where costs are lower 
and health and safety precautions are 
weak or nonexistent. Moreover, at a 
time when we are becoming more at-
tuned to the real threats of bioter-
rorism and agroterrorism, our farming 
industry and the need to preserve it 
can be seen in a new and different 
light. But Senators need to be more 
aware of the fact that voting for au-
thorizing legislation is not just sup-
porting policy. It is advocating spend-
ing, often uncontrolled mandatory 
spending, that has a real effect on our 
national budget. It also meets expecta-
tions for additional discretionary 
spending by authorizing new and ex-
panded discretionary programs. I hope 
that Senators will remember that later 
this year when we debate the overall 
discretionary spending levels. 

I am disappointed about a few items 
that are not included in this farm bill. 
For example, I had hoped that this bill 
would include funding for livestock 
producers who are suffering from 
drought conditions that we know are 
going to worsen. Previous farm bills 
had provided this sort of assistance, 
and I wish that this one had. On the 
positive side, this bill provides funding 
for a number of programs important to 
America’s family farmers and rural 
communities. It, as well, makes impor-
tant repairs to the farm safety net. 
But, unfortunately, the conference re-
port also allows significant holes to re-
main when it comes to the humane 
treatment of animals. 

Procedurally, it is discouraging that 
certain provisions to protect animals 
included in both the House-and Senate- 
passed versions of H.R. 2646 were elimi-
nated or weakened during conference 
committee action. For example, both 
the House and the Senate versions in-
cluded an identical provision to pro-
hibit the interstate transport of ani-
mals for the purpose of fighting, but 
this language was weakened during 
conference. At the same time, a provi-
sion included only in the Senate 
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version of the bill that would perma-
nently limit the scope of Animal Wel-
fare Act protections—the so-called 
birds, rats, and mice prohibitions—was 
retained during conference. 

The conference report, however, also 
eliminates the Senate-passed provi-
sions that would have improved the 
standards of care and treatment for 
certain puppies intended for sale as 
pets. It is unfortunate and dis-
appointing that the conference com-
mittee made these decision. Clearly, 
there is still so much more to do to 
promote the humane treatment of ani-
mals. Animals cannot vote, and cannot 
write or call to voice their concerns, 
but they do have many advocates, and 
I count myself as one of them. 

While the farm bill conference report 
is deficient in its protections for ani-
mals, the bill includes provisions that 
will greatly help family farmers and 
rural communities in West Virginia, 
and throughout the nation. 

By providing $17.1 billion for con-
servation activities, for example, the 
bill will help farmers in their efforts to 
be good stewards of their land, even 
while they continue to cultivate crops. 
Farmers from many states, including 
West Virginia, will also benefit from 
the expansion of assistance for pro-
ducers who grow non-commodity 
crops—crops like apples, peaches, and 
many types of vegetables. In addition, 
dairy farmers can look forward to 
counter-cyclical payments that will 
provide more assistance when prices 
are low. 

The new farm bill will also make a 
significant investment in rural com-
munities. The Rural Development pro-
grams authorized in this bill will help 
rural communities invest in the kind of 
basic infrastructure necessary for eco-
nomic development. Most notable is 
the $360 million provided to fund the 
backlog of applications for water and 
wastewater development projects. 

Although I am disappointed with the 
limited protections for animals in-
cluded in the new farm bill, overall, 
The Farm Security and Rural Invest-
ment Act of 2002 conference report is a 
compromise I shall support. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, many 
Senators have not had the time to di-
gest the many pages of the conference 
report and final legislative language of 
the nutrition title. I would like to take 
this opportunity to provide some detail 
on the provisions so that Senators will 
have a full understanding of what we 
have achieved in their conference re-
port. 

When we set out to re-authorize the 
food stamp program our goals were to 
improve benefits for the neediest fami-
lies and to simplify the food stamp pro-
gram, making it easier for States to 
administer and to remove obstacles for 
working poor families. We wanted to 
strengthen the program and ensure 
that eligible needy families can par-
ticipate in this critical nutrition and 
work support program. 

We have taken significant steps to 
improve benefits for households with 

children by improving and reforming 
the standard deduction. Currently, all 
households, regardless of their size, re-
ceive the same $134 standard deduction 
from their income before food stamp 
benefits are calculated. This approach 
effectively limits benefits for larger 
households, which typically include 
children. The legislation solves this 
problem by making the deduction more 
responsive to household size. Now, all 
households will receive a standard de-
duction set at 8.31 percent of that 
year’s poverty line. Another aspect of 
this change is that the standard deduc-
tion will be indexed for inflation each 
year. Indexing the standard deduction 
will help maintain the food purchasing 
power of food stamp benefits over time. 
This provision will take effect with all 
of the other annual adjustments in the 
food stamp program’s benefit struc-
ture. Some States apparently are con-
cerned that this will be a difficult 
deadline to meet. USDA should take a 
pragmatic approach toward those 
States that are working in good faith 
to implement the provision in a timely 
manner, but who may miss the dead-
line. 

One of the most significant benefit 
improvements included in the nutri-
tion title is restoring food stamp eligi-
bility to legal immigrants. The Senate 
passed food stamp restorations for 
legal immigrants with overwhelming 
support. It is gratifying to see the ma-
jority of the Senate proposal in the 
final package. The bill restores eligi-
bility to three groups of legal immi-
grants. First, it restores eligibility to 
qualified low-income legal immigrant 
children regardless of their entry date 
into the United States. Second, it 
makes qualified legal immigrant adults 
who have lived in the United States for 
5 or more years with that status eligi-
ble. Finally, the legislation allows 
legal immigrants receiving benefits 
under specified disability-based pro-
grams to qualify for food stamps. 

Children who are made eligible under 
this provision are exempt from sponsor 
deeming, although adult sponsored im-
migrants are still subject to sponsor 
deeming rules. The policy USDA imple-
mented last year on deeming rep-
resents a reasonable and balanced ap-
proach to providing food stamps to 
low-income families in need, while still 
ensuring that sponsors remain respon-
sible for immigrants that they bring 
into this country. USDA should main-
tain this policy. 

Immigrants frequently live with 
their sponsors. Over the years, Con-
gress has consistently rejected pro-
posals to require food stamp recipients 
to repay properly issued food stamp 
benefits. That principle is not incom-
patible with sponsor liability. Low in-
come immigrants may be deterred 
from participation if they believe that 
their family members may be sent a 
bill if they participate in the food 
stamp program. We do not intend for 
low-income sponsors who are a part of 
the food stamp household or family 

unit to incur a liability as a result of 
their family’s or household member’s 
participation in the food stamp pro-
gram. 

The broad restoration for adults will 
bring food stamp rules into conformity 
with Medicaid and TANF immigrant 
eligibility rules for recent immigrants. 
Now, under all three programs, an 
adult becomes eligible for benefits 5 
years after obtaining a qualified sta-
tus. The 5 year waiting period begins 
when the immigrant gains qualified 
status regardless of what type of immi-
grant status he or she had prior to that 
point. This alignment should make it 
much easier for immigrants to under-
stand the immigrant eligibility rules 
in the three programs and for States to 
administer them. 

Since 1996, the proportion of food 
stamp recipients who work has in-
creased dramatically and the propor-
tion who receive welfare has plum-
meted. Food stamps is no longer a 
mere adjunct to cash welfare programs. 
It is a work support program and a nu-
tritional safety net for a wide spectrum 
of low-income people. Paperwork and 
administrative requirements that 
might have been appropriate when food 
stamps were a supplement to welfare 
have become unnecessary barriers to 
meeting the nutritional needs of more 
diverse eligible low-income households. 

Although some States have short-
ened their applications, current rules 
require information on too many ob-
scure types of income and resources, 
even though few households have these 
items. This approach is the result of a 
policy that seeks to cast a very wide 
net in collecting information about 
households’ incomes and resources. A 
solution to this problem is to narrow 
the applications’ scope to those rel-
atively few types of income and re-
sources that would make a significant 
difference in the food purchasing power 
of applicants. 

Sections 4102 and 4107 of the bill 
allow states to conform their definition 
of income and resources in the food 
stamp program to definition in their 
TANF and Medicaid programs. Each 
section lists major items that fairness 
requires to be counted. USDA will have 
the authority to add to the list of 
items states cannot exclude. Since we 
worked closely with USDA in crafting 
the statutory list, the Department 
should not have reason to exercise that 
authority in the absence of unforeseen 
circumstances. In addition, the legisla-
tion does not require states to wait for 
new regulations before simplifying 
their programs. 

States now have the option of semi- 
annual reporting in the Department’s 
current regulations. This bill allows 
States to extend semi-annual reporting 
to the vast majority of the food stamp 
caseload. States will be able to con-
form their food stamp reporting rules 
more closely to those of Medicaid and 
other work support programs. 

Separate rules and requirements for 
each program burden both families and 
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state administrators. Joint guidance or 
regulations from USDA and HHS can 
make a real difference. Families should 
be able to comply with both programs’ 
requirements by completing a single 
report. An eligible family should not 
put its food stamps at risk by com-
plying with Medicaid reporting re-
quirements. The Department should 
ensure that this no longer happens. 

The same procedural protections the 
Department has long applied to month-
ly reporting are just as appropriate for 
any other system of periodic reporting. 
Just as a household that files a late or 
incomplete monthly report needs a sec-
ond chance, so too does a family having 
trouble with a quarterly or monthly re-
port. In addition, the Americans with 
Disabilities Act and rules for individ-
uals with limited English proficiency 
would apply equally no matter what 
period is covered by the report. 

USDA should further reduce report-
ing burdens for the elderly and persons 
with disabilities using the broad regu-
latory authority it used in late 2000 to 
reduce burdens for many types of 
households. 

To reduce the number of reports re-
quired of households, the conference re-
port provides states the option to 
freeze households’ deductions between 
eligibility reviews with two limited ex-
ceptions. First, if the household re-
ports that it has moved, the food stamp 
office will have to provide the house-
hold a shelter deduction based on its 
new circumstances. Second, whenever 
the Department’s regulations require 
the food stamp office to act on a 
change in earned income, it will have 
to apply the 20 percent earned income 
deduction to the new amount. Any 
household that believes this freeze is 
causing it a hardship may reapply and 
have its benefits recalculated without 
waiting for the next scheduled review 
of its eligibility. States may imple- 
ment this change as soon as it becomes 
effective. Significant new regulations 
from USDA in this area are not ex-
pected. 

The conference report does not in-
clude a Senate provision that would 
have replaced the current food stamp 
re-certification process with a re-deter-
mination process. In years past, the ri-
gidity of certification periods was a se-
rious problem, but USDA has taken 
steps in recent years to introduce flexi-
bility and allow certification periods to 
be extended simply and easily. The al-
lowance of transitional food stamp ben-
efits, both as they exist today under 
USDA regulations and as expanded in 
this legislation, further reduces the 
need for fixed certification periods. 

Families leaving welfare can face 
particular difficulties with the food 
stamp program’s current procedural re-
quirements. Recent studies have shown 
that as many as 60 percent of families 
leaving cash assistance do not continue 
to receive food stamps even though al-
most all are still eligible. 

To ensure a much smoother transi-
tion from cash assistance to work, this 

legislation provides States with a new 
option to provide up to 5 months of 
transitional food stamps to families 
leaving cash assistance. Since virtually 
all of these families are already eligi-
ble for food stamps, the goal of the pro-
gram is to eliminate any unnecessary 
administrative hurdles that families or 
States might face. When a household 
leaves the State’s cash assistance pro-
gram, the state will simply subtract 
the cash benefit from the family’s in-
come and recalculate food stamp bene-
fits. There will be no contact between 
the State and the household and no 
procedural requirement on the house-
hold. This transitional benefit amount 
will be the correct food stamp benefit 
for all purposes. The benefit will essen-
tially be frozen for the next 5 months, 
except that States will have to update 
the benefit to reflect any general 
changes in food stamp benefit amount 
such as an increase in the thrifty food 
plan. 

States may also elect to adjust the 
transitional benefit if they become 
aware of changes in the household’s 
circumstances. For example, if a moth-
er reports the birth of a child to the 
Medicaid program, the State can elect 
to increase the food stamp allotment 
to reflect the new child. In addition, 
the household retains the right to re-
apply to have its food stamps recal-
culated based on current cir-
cumstances. This is especially impor-
tant in cases where the wage-earner in 
the family loses a job. 

Families that pay or receive child 
support can have special difficulty 
under current rules. These payments 
may fluctuate for any number of rea-
sons. Keeping track of them can be dif-
ficult for both the food stamp office 
and the household. In addition to es-
tablished regulations, USDA circulated 
some useful guidance on this subject 
last year and may want to do more. 

Many States do not have computers 
in their child support enforcement 
agencies that can communicate effec-
tively with the systems that calculate 
food stamps. The bill requires USDA to 
establish simplified systems for using 
data from child support agencies even 
if it is a few months older than most 
information used to calculate food 
stamp benefits. Unless a household sub-
mits more current information, the 
State would use what it has. This legis-
lation only addresses families that pay 
child support. A State should not rely 
upon State data about child support a 
family receives unless, under the in-
come anticipation rules, it is reason-
ably certain that the family will con-
tinue to receive those amounts. 

Although the focus of the bill is on 
procedural simplifications, we did sim-
plify the program’s benefit calculation 
rules in some respects. Simplification 
is not intended to be applied in ways 
that would reduce benefits. New rules 
for estimating households’ utility costs 
in this bill will allow States to elect to 
allow use of a flat, standardized 
amount used to calculate the shelter 

deduction for families with utility bills 
other than telephone. States do not 
have to inquire further into the fam-
ily’s living arrangements. This sim-
plification as long as USDA and states 
ensure that these standardized esti-
mates keep pace with increases in util-
ity costs. States do not have to inquire 
further into the family’s living ar-
rangements. This simplification will 
not reduce benefits as long as USDA 
and states ensure that these standard-
ized estimates keep pace with increases 
in utility costs. 

The Senate bill included a simplifica-
tion in the procedures states use to 
convert weekly and biweekly earnings 
into monthly income. However, the De-
partment’s current regulations already 
allow states to do that if they follow 
these same conversion procedures in 
TANF. Accordingly, the legislative 
provision was not adopted, but USDA 
should encourage more states to take 
this regulatory option. 

The other simplification we made in 
the food stamp benefit structure in-
volves people who live in institutions 
and are unable to manage their own 
food stamps. This will primarily in-
volve people who are recovering from 
substance abuse problems and some 
people with severe disabilities. Al-
though these procedures can apply to 
homeless people or to women living in 
shelters for victims of domestic vio-
lence, we expect many people in those 
facilities will choose to retain their 
own food stamp benefits because of 
their relatively brief stays or because 
they need to obtain some of their 
meals outside the shelter. Where, how-
ever, the recipient consents or is in-
capable of managing his or her own af-
fairs, this provision will allow the ben-
efit to be calculated under a standard-
ized formula that will not require the 
institution to gather a great deal of de-
tail about the circumstances of each 
resident. USDA’s current rules that de-
fine an institution as a facility consist-
ently providing more than half of a re-
cipient’s meals will continue to apply 
and limit this provision’s scope. We 
also included safeguards to ensure that 
persons leaving centers in mid-month 
will receive their fair share of benefits 
for the remainder of the month and 
will get help from both the center and 
the food stamp office to re-enter the 
regular food stamp program. 

Many States have been operating 
EBT for some time now and have a 
great deal of experience. This legisla-
tion requires USDA to issue a report on 
the current status of EBT. It requires 
USDA to provide a wide array of infor-
mation on how systems are operating, 
including issues with contract renewals 
and client access. The report will in-
clude valuable information about how 
states ensure that claimants have full 
access to their food stamps within EBT 
systems and on how they ensure that 
EBT complies with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act and the Rehabilitation 
Act. 
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The Senate bill included a provision 

to ensure that households that have ac-
cumulated benefits in an electronic 
system would not have their benefits 
made inaccessible for some time. El-
derly and disabled households who 
often receive very small food stamp 
benefits and store them, might other-
wise lose food stamp benefits. The De-
partment is already planning to imple-
ment this policy via regulation, so the 
bill does not include the provision. 

Reforms to the food stamp quality 
control system in the bill are based to 
a great extent on the recommendations 
of the National Academy of Sciences. 
The current quality control system, for 
measuring program performance, only 
focuses on payment accuracy. Under 
the new system, payment accuracy will 
not override the program’s basic goal 
of providing food assistance to eligible 
families. 

Under current law, States with pay-
ment error rates in excess of the na-
tional average face fiscal sanctions 
each year. Thus, close to one-half of 
the States are in violation each year. 
The new system focuses on those states 
with persistent payment accuracy 
problems. Only those States which 
USDA is statistically certain have pay-
ment error rates above 105 percent of 
the national average will be targeted 
as problem States. When a State ex-
ceeds this threshold for 2 consecutive 
years, USDA will be required to take 
action and may use any combination of 
three specific options as its response. 

First, USDA may require the State 
to reinvest up to 50 percent of the sanc-
tion to improve administration of the 
program. The bill does not specify in 
what activities States should reinvest, 
although states may use reinvestment 
funds to improve program access. 
States have discretion to determine 
what type of reinvestment will most 
improve its program. Second, USDA 
can designate up to 50 percent of 
state’s potential liability to be held at 
risk, but cannot collect sanctions dur-
ing the year in which they are as-
sessed. The State must pay at risk 
amounts from the previous year if the 
State’s error rate is subject to sanction 
in the current year. If the State is not 
subject to sanction in the following 
year, the amount held at risk is auto- 
matically waived. Finally, USDA can 
waive any portion of the sanction 
amount. Sanctions that are not rein-
vested or held at risk must be waived. 

USDA should consider the causes of 
the State agency’s problems, and 
whether the State’s error rate is de-
clining along with other relevant fac-
tors when determining how much of a 
State’s sanction to waive. If a State is 
making progress on reducing its error 
rate, USDA should consider a waiver of 
its sanction. As under the current sys-
tem, States may appeal these deci-
sions. If a State loses an appeal, USDA 
may withhold funds that have not yet 
been reinvested pending appeal. The 
Department should not use this au-
thority in a way that undermines rein-

vestment plans when a State raises an 
appeal in good faith. 

The Senate bill would have adjusted 
sanctions for States doing a particu-
larly good job of serving low-wage 
working families or immigrant house-
holds. USDA assured the conferees that 
it would continue its current practice 
of adjusting sanctions to account for 
enrolling high or rising numbers of par-
ticipants more likely to involve errors, 
such as working poor households. 
USDA should also continue to adjust 
for the impact of high numbers of legal 
immigrant households and, in the fu-
ture, to adjust for other factors, as the 
need arises. 

The current system will remain in 
place for fiscal year 2002. USDA may 
use its authority to waive the fiscal 
year 2002 sanctions for those States 
that would not have faced sanctions 
under the new system. Similarly, it 
may waive sanction amounts in excess 
of the new sanction formula. 

The new system begins in fiscal year 
2003. No State will be subject to paying 
a sanction until 2005. The administra-
tion requested this delayed implemen-
tation timetable. USDA must now en-
sure that this delayed effective date 
does not undermine the progress states 
are currently making toward lowering 
error rates. 

The legislation provides $48 million 
each year for new quality control per-
formance bonuses to States. Bonuses 
will be provided to States with the best 
or most improved performance relating 
to correcting errors, reducing rates of 
error, and improving eligibility deter-
minations and other indicators of ef-
fective administration determined by 
USDA in consultation with the States. 
Correcting errors is crucial. USDA 
should recognize and reward States 
that improve their staff training and 
establish systems that give State ad-
ministrators early warning when eligi-
bility workers encountering problems. 
USDA should also consult other pro-
gram experts such as client advocates, 
research organizations and academics. 

The bonuses should be balanced and 
reflect many important aspects of 
State administration, in addition to 
payment accuracy and program integ-
rity. Timeliness and denying benefits 
only to those applicant households 
that are truly ineligible, should be a 
significant portion of the bonus cal-
culation. 

Regrettably, the conference agree-
ment does not include the Senate pro-
vision to move toward the more rea-
sonable version of the time limit for 
able-bodied adults without dependents 
that the Senate passed in 1995 and 
again in 1996. Congress should revisit 
the issue in the near future, but in the 
meantime, the administration should 
continue to do everything possible to 
limit harsh and inequitable effects of 
this provision. 

In addition, the bill restructures the 
employment and training funding to 
eliminate the requirement that 80 per-
cent of employment and training funds 

be set-aside for individuals subject to 
the time limit, although it does reserve 
a small mount of money specifically 
for that population. USDA should give 
this group of people and the States 
that elect to serve them special consid-
eration when distributing employment 
and training funds. States that have 
agreed to ensure that no one who is 
willing to work is denied benefits under 
the time limit should receive the funds 
to do so. 

In this bill, States have a greater 
flexibility to provide employment and 
training services to people that are 
subject to the time limit yet do not 
meet the definition of a work activity. 
Such individuals can still benefit from, 
for example, job search activities and 
training programs that are less than 20 
hours per week. USDA should respect 
the broad authority states already 
have to decide how to coordinate and 
apply these various employment-re-
lated requirements under the act. 

This bill also eliminates the current 
$25 cap on the amount States may re-
imburse E&T participants for expenses 
other than dependent care. This cap 
had not kept pace with inflation and 
limited States’ ability to provide need-
ed work support as part of their edu-
cation and training programs. USDA 
should continue its longstanding policy 
of providing States with broad flexi-
bility in providing these funds to em-
ployment and training participants. 

This nutrition title is among the 
strongest that the Congress has ever 
passed. It will improve benefits, sup-
port families’ efforts to move from wel-
fare to work, and simplify program 
rules. The bill will improve nutrition 
benefits for low-income Americans and 
reduce hunger and poverty in our coun-
try for a number of years into the fu-
ture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself whatever time I have remain-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want 
to take this opportunity to close my 
part of the debate on this farm bill. We 
will be voting very soon. I want to say 
a few things. 

This is a comprehensive bill. This 
isn’t a bill just for commodities for one 
part of the country or other. This is a 
comprehensive bill that takes into ac-
count a lot of different factors. This is 
a farm bill that has taken a long time 
and a lot of hard work, both in our 
committee and in the Senate, under 
the leadership of, first, Senator LUGAR, 
and under my chairmanship beginning 
in the middle of last year; also, on the 
House side, under the chairmanship of 
Congressman COMBEST, and his ranking 
Member, Congressman STENHOLM. 

We have had a lot of debate on this 
bill in the committee and on the floor, 
and, quite frankly, a lot in conference 
also. 
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Out of this has come, I think, a good 

bill, a strong bill—a bill that is good 
for all of America. 

Is it a perfect bill? No, it is not per-
fect, at least not from my viewpoint. 
And I daresay, there isn’t one Senator 
here who would think it would be per-
fect from his or her viewpoint. I am 
sure that everyone here can find one or 
two things they do not like in the bill. 
But keep in mind, it is a comprehen-
sive bill for America and for our future. 

The bill comprises a number of dif-
ferent parts which I think enable us to 
turn the corner. If I were to say what 
was my view on this farm bill, it turns 
the corner from where we have been in 
the past. 

In commodities, we have strength-
ened income, we have provided sta-
bility and predictability. We have 
ended the Freedom to Farm. Freedom 
to Farm was built on a two-legged 
stool: low loan rates and AMTA pay-
ments—direct payments. 

Well, if you ever tried to sit on a two- 
legged stool, you know it is unstable, it 
is unpredictable, you never know which 
way you are going to fall. 

So this bill puts four legs under that 
stool for our farmers and our ranchers: 
higher loan rates, a target price, a di-
rect payment, and conservation—four 
strong legs under that stool by which 
we support and enhance our farmers’ 
livelihoods. So we have turned the cor-
ner. 

Large farms in the past got every-
thing. Under Freedom to Farm, it was 
a dog-eat-dog world. And in a dog-eat- 
dog world, the biggest dog gets it all. 
We have turned that corner. Now, for 
example, people like Scottie Pippen 
and Ted Turner and Sam Donaldson 
will not be able to get a dime from this 
farm bill. I cannot tell you how many 
editorials I have seen lately saying the 
farm bill continues to give all this 
money to people like Ted Turner and 
Scottie Pippen, and people like that. 
Absolutely untrue. We have turned 
that corner. They now will not get one 
single dime. 

We have more help for our moderate 
and mid-sized farms, with the higher 
loan rates, with the conservation pay-
ments, with the target price. We have 
support in here for beginning farmers. 
We even have a specific provision in 
here for organic farmers, which we 
have never had before. We have a provi-
sion in this bill for specialty crops, a 
floor of $200 million a year for the pur-
chasing of fruits and vegetables. That 
helps small orchards, small vegetable 
farmers, in every state, like in Wash-
ington, in Michigan, and in New Eng-
land. This is good not only for them 
but for the health and welfare of Amer-
ica. So we have turned the corner in 
just focusing on the biggest farmers 
and in focusing only on a few crops. 

We now are saying to moderate and 
mid-sized farmers: You, too, will have 
support and help. We say to farmers 
who are growing specialty crops: You 
now have support and help. We say to 
organic farmers: You now have support 

and help. We say to farmers who want 
to practice conservation: You now have 
help. And especially to our smaller and 
mid-sized farmers. 

So we have turned the corner. On 
conservation, we have an 80-percent in-
crease in conservation, a huge increase 
over 1996 Farm Bill. We have turned 
the corner. The Conservation Reserve 
Program, nearly 3 million more acres 
will be added; the Wetlands Reserve 
Program, we have more than doubled 
it; the Wildlife Habitat Program, a 
fourteen-fold increase; the EQIP pro-
gram, to help our livestock farmers 
clean up and stop runoff into places 
such as the Chesapeake Bay and the 
Mississippi River and the Missouri 
River and the Great Lakes and our 
crop producers to reduce their nutrient 
run-off, among many other important 
conservation activities, five and a half 
times more money. More money for 
EQIP than we have ever had before, 
going from $2 billion to $11 billion. 

There is a new provision for ground 
water protection that we have never 
had before; $600 million to help con-
serve ground and surface water. There 
is a brand new conservation program 
called the Conservation Security Pro-
gram that will help all farmers, espe-
cially our moderate and mid-sized and 
small farmers be good conservationists, 
like they want to be, like many of 
them are already. This will help sup-
port them and encourage them to be 
even better conservationists in the fu-
ture. We have turned the corner on 
conservation. This is a program that 
many farmers are eagerly waiting for 
and I strongly encourage the Secretary 
to expedite implementation of CSP so 
we no longer leave producers out of 
conservation programs and so we no 
longer continue to ignore the stewards 
of our nation’s natural resources. 

On nutrition, as I mentioned, the last 
farm bill did not even include a nutri-
tion title. We included it in this farm 
bill at a level of $6.4 billion, almost 
twice what the House level was. Yes, I 
say to my friend from Texas, you bet 
we restored food stamp benefits to 
legal immigrants who have lived in the 
United States for at least 5 years. The 
President himself wanted that. We also 
said that children and people with dis-
abilities don’t have to wait 1 day to get 
food stamps. Yes, we answered that 
need. 

We also did away with a lot of the red 
tape and the paperwork associated 
with the food stamp program. In addi-
tion, we provide 5 months of food 
stamps for people who are making the 
transition from welfare to work. 

On the Emergency Food Assistance 
Program—the TEFAP program it is 
called—we provide more money for 
commodities that are distributed in 
food banks and food pantries. 

There are 33 million Americans—13 
million of whom are children—who go 
to bed hungry every night. This farm 
bill speaks to them. That is why 51 or-
ganizations, including Second Harvest, 
Bread for the World, the Children’s De-

fense Fund, the Food Research Action 
Center, and many others—51 food 
groups—in America support this bill 
and urge its passage. Our bill sticks up 
for needy people. We say, they, too, are 
part of our great country. 

Someone said we are buying votes in 
this bill for commodity programs. How 
about nutrition? How about all the 
money we put in for nutrition, for all 
the poorest people in America, for legal 
immigrants? Many of them cannot 
vote. We are not buying any votes 
there. But we are meeting a humani-
tarian need and we are meeting our ob-
ligations as a decent and caring soci-
ety. 

Rural development: We provide the 
funds to clear up the backlog of water 
and wastewater. Broadband access: 
This is the first time we have money in 
there to bring broadband access to our 
small towns and communities. We have 
a Rural Equity Capital Fund we have 
never had before, a provision to provide 
for grants and loans for value-added 
businesses owned by farmers around 
small towns and communities. We have 
turned the corner on rural develop-
ment. 

Energy: This is the first time ever we 
have had a title in the farm bill dealing 
with energy, to provide grants and 
loans to farmers and ranchers for re-
newable energy—wind, solar, biomass, 
that type of energy—to build biofuels 
processing plants for soy diesel, soy lu-
bricants, ethanol. Yes, we are pro-
viding new markets for our farmers out 
there, and the new market is energy— 
energy for our country, to make us en-
ergy independent, to provide us the 
kind of independence that we need in 
energy, based on renewable resources 
on our farms and ranches. It is the first 
time ever. We have turned the corner. 

On trade, we provide more money for 
the Market Assistance Program, to 
make sure we are able to sell our 
value-added products overseas, and we 
have the Foreign Market Development 
Program to get our bulk commodities 
overseas. We have provided more 
money for that. So we have turned the 
corner there. 

We have heard a lot of talk about 
competition. I will say this, we have 
done more in this bill on fairness and 
transparency than any bill since the 
Packers and Stockyards Act was 
passed in 1921—more. Farmers and con-
sumers scored a big win, and the big 
meat processors suffered their biggest 
loss in decades when we kept the coun-
try of origin provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-
BENOW). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be given 
4 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my colleagues 
for giving me this time. 

The big meat processors lost out. We 
got country-of-origin labeling, as well 
a crucial amendment to the Packers 
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and Stockyards Act that brought swine 
production contractors under the 
Packers and Stockyards Act. So now 
farmers who have swine production 
contracts have the same protections 
against unfair practices as poultry 
growers and livestock owners. This 
provision makes sure that the Packers 
and Stockyards Act evolves with the 
changing industry. 

We were also able to keep a provision 
to make it clear that farmers who have 
marketing and production contracts 
have the right to discuss those con-
tracts with their close advisors and 
family, no matter what the contract or 
the meatpacker says. 

Let me say this about payment lim-
its. Do I wish we could have done 
more? Yes. But I want to point this 
out: Right now the payment limitation 
is $460,000, the maximum that any one 
person can get or any one entity can 
get under the freedom to farm bill. The 
House came with $550,000. They raised 
it. We brought it down to $360,000. It is 
$460,000 now. We brought it down to 
$360,000. We were at $275,000 in the Sen-
ate. The House was at $550,000. So we 
actually came in closer to the Senate 
at $360,000. As I mentioned, we cut out 
the Scottie Pippens and the Ted Turn-
ers and all those people who were get-
ting payments. That has ended. 

We set up a commission that will 
have members appointed from the Sen-
ate, from the House, and from the ad-
ministration, to advise us on further 
processes that we should do to address 
the issue of payment limitations. 

And this is another thing we did: We 
provide for transparency. From now 
on, we will be able to track every pay-
ment made to every farmer, track it 
right from the beginning right down to 
who gets it. Right now, people hide be-
hind entities, such as partnerships and 
co-ops and corporations. Now, with 
transparency, we will see who gets 
what, for the first time ever. So now 
we have transparency in all of our pro-
grams, transparency in the EQIP pro-
gram, transparency in the commodity 
price support program. 

So, yes, we have turned the corner on 
competition. Maybe we did not get to 
the goal of where we want to be, but we 
have turned the corner. From now on 
we are going to have transparency. We 
are going to have a better handle on 
exactly who is getting what. 

I conclude my remarks by saying: 
You can vote no on this bill. I could 
pick out two or three things, if I want-
ed to, and vote no myself. But this bill 
moves us forward, to turn that corner, 
to turn away from the Freedom to 
Farm bill and what it stood for, and to 
chart a new course for the future. We 
can vote no on this bill. All that means 
is we go back to Freedom to Farm, 
with none of the provisions I just men-
tioned applicable. They would all be 
gone. Is that what we want to do? Step 
back in time? Step back to where we 
were? I don’t think so. 

The bill is not perfect, but it is a 
good, strong, fair, and equitable bill for 

farmers and ranchers all over this 
country. It is fair and equitable to our 
consumers because they are still going 
to continue to get the most reliable, 
safest, cheapest food anywhere in the 
world. We meet our social obligations 
in ensuring that we provide food and 
food stamps to those most needy in our 
society. That is why I urge Senators to 
vote for this bill and move it ahead. 

I thank all of our staff members who 
have worked so hard on this bill. In 
particular, I thank Mark Halverson, 
my staff director. When this is all over, 
I will tell him he has to go to bed and 
get some sleep because I don’t think he 
has slept in about a month or two or 
three. I thank Charlie Rawls, our gen-
eral counsel; Bob Sturm, chief clerk, 
who made sure everything was set up 
for us in our meetings, took care of all 
the paperwork; Rich Bender; Karil 
Bialostosky; Seth Boffeli; Kevin 
Brown; Alison Fox; Amy Fredregill; 
Sara Hopper; Ellen Huntoon; Eric 
Juzenas; Susan Keith; Jay Klug; Steph-
anie Mercier; Frank Newkirk; Doug 
O’Brien; Vershawn Perkins; Erin Peter-
son; Lloyd Ritter; Terri Roney; John 
Moreland; Bob Soukup. I thank all of 
those. 

I ask unanimous consent for 1 more 
minute to continue to thank my staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank particularly 
the family members of these individ-
uals, the spouses, significant others, 
the children. I know they haven’t seen 
spouses, loved ones, parents, father and 
mother, in this case, for some time be-
cause of the long hours we have 
worked. Sometimes when Members 
would go until 9 or 10 at night, we went 
home. Staff stayed until 1 or 2 in the 
morning to clean up the mess we made 
and do all the paperwork and get us 
ready for the next day. I particularly 
thank their families. 

I close by saying my special thanks 
to my ranking member and my good 
friend Senator LUGAR from Indiana. I 
know we disagree on this bill, but there 
are a lot of things on which we do 
agree. There are a lot of things we 
worked very closely on when we devel-
oped the bill in committee. I look for-
ward to working with him in the fu-
ture. 

This is not the last farm bill. This is 
not the end of what we will do to ad-
dress the needs of rural America and 
our people who live there. I look for-
ward to working with Senator LUGAR. 

As I said, we may have a disagree-
ment, but I echo what someone said 
the other day: Senator LUGAR has been 
from the beginning intellectually hon-
est and forthright in his approach on 
this farm bill. No one can fault that. 
We just see it differently; that is all. 
But he has been a great friend. He has 
helped move the process forward. Even 
though he didn’t agree with the bill, he 
wanted to make sure the process 
moved forward. I think that is the 
mark of a true Senator and a states-
man—to make sure, even though you 

don’t agree, that the process must con-
tinue forward. 

I thank my good friend and my rank-
ing member Senator LUGAR for his help 
and his support in getting us to this 
point where we now are approaching a 
final vote on the bill. 

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I 
thank my colleague, the distinguished 
chairman, for his generous remarks. I 
will simply say, as I did at the begin-
ning of the debate, he came into the 
chairmanship of the committee at a 
difficult time. This is a long process. 
He and his staff have done a remark-
able job, and our staff has worked with 
them. We look forward to continuing 
to do so. 

We are going to have much more of 
an agenda before the Agriculture Com-
mittee. The distinguished chair will be 
a part of that as well as the distin-
guished majority leader who is on the 
floor whose remarks we now await. 

I do have a disagreement with my 
chairman, but we have expressed our 
views at length and hopefully to the 
profit of all who have listened to this 
debate. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 

wanted to thank the legislative counsel 
who worked so hard on this: Gary Endi-
cott; Darcie Chan; Janine Johnson; 
Heather Flory; and Tim Trushel. They 
were indispensable in helping us work 
through this bill. 

I thank the Congressional Research 
Service: Geoff Becker; Joe Richardson; 
and Jeff Zinn. I thank the Congres-
sional Budget Office analysts. When we 
always asked them, in the middle of 
the night, they would come through 
with the information we needed. They 
are David Hull, Jim Langley, Greg 
Hitz, Valeri Baxter-Wolmer, and 
Lanette Walker. And at the USDA Of-
fice of General Counsel, I thank Dave 
Grahn and Pia Ruttenburg. 

I will yield the floor, but someone 
asked me what was the best thing we 
had going for us when we went into 
conference with the House. I said: We 
had our secret weapon. We had the ma-
jority leader of the Senate. 

The majority leader is a valuable 
member of our Agriculture Committee. 
I can’t think of anyone who has worked 
longer and harder for our farmers and 
ranchers in America than TOM 
DASCHLE. Since the day he first came 
to the House of Representatives, we 
have been close friends. We have 
worked together. He has been one of 
best leaders on agriculture in all these 
years. It is a source of pride to me to 
have him on the Agriculture Com-
mittee with us. 

I can tell you, it was a great source 
of pride in getting the job done and 
getting us to this point that Senator 
DASCHLE was there with us every step 
of the way, helping us out and bringing 
us to the point where we are. 

I publicly thank my good friend, my 
leader, Senator DASCHLE, for all of his 
help on this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senate majority leader. 
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Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 

will use my leader time to finish com-
ment on this bill before we go to a 
vote. I will try to be brief because I 
know Senators are hoping to have the 
opportunity to vote very shortly. 

Let me simply return the com-
pliment of the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa, the chairman of the com-
mittee. He and I have spent more hours 
than either of us have been able to 
count over some long months with the 
hope and expectation that we would be 
coming to this point. His extraordinary 
tenacity, his leadership, his vision for 
agriculture, his ability to work with 
all sides, his ability to articulate posi-
tions of our caucus and of Senators 
with whom he both agreed and dis-
agreed is remarkable. 

The people of Iowa have had many 
proud moments in their history. I can-
not think of a prouder moment for the 
State of Iowa, this special time for us 
as we bring this very important issue 
to a close in the Senate. 

In the most heartfelt way, I offer my 
congratulations to Senator HARKIN for 
his leadership. 

I must say, without being repetitive, 
his comments about the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana are so true. 
There isn’t anybody in this Chamber I 
have greater respect for than DICK 
LUGAR. I am reminded again why, as I 
watch how effectively he presented his 
arguments. The old adage about dis-
agreeing without being disagreeable 
applies exponentially in so many ways 
to DICK LUGAR. He is never disagree-
able. He will disagree and he will make 
his voice known and heard, but he is a 
remarkable Member of this body. I am 
honored to serve with him and to work 
with him on all issues, especially this 
one. 

My colleagues have thanked their 
staffs. I could not go to the vote with-
out thanking publicly Bart Chilton, 
Jonathon Lehman, and Mark Childress 
of my staff, especially. As Senator 
HARKIN has noted, we would not have 
accomplished what we did were it not 
for their remarkable work, their tre-
mendous effort, night and day, and well 
into the night, sometimes into the wee, 
early morning hours, in order to 
achieve what we were able to accom-
plish over these past several weeks and 
months. But those three individuals de-
serve special thanks. 

I must say, whatever I can accom-
plish as leader is only accomplishable 
because of the tremendous profes-
sionalism my staff demonstrates daily. 
Mark, Bart, and Jonathon certainly 
have done that in this case in ways for 
which I will never be able to thank 
them adequately. 

It is no secret that many of us have 
had difficulty supporting farm legisla-
tion in the past. So I can sympathize 
with Senator LUGAR as he articulates 
his reasons for opposing this particular 
piece of legislation. He has been an ad-
vocate of prior farm bills because he 
believed in them. I am an advocate of 
this bill because I believe in it. I be-

lieve in it because I think it does so 
many things we have heard the chair-
man so eloquently articulate just now. 
I will not recount them; to do so would 
be redundant. But I really believe that, 
for the first time in a long time, we 
will be able to send a message of hope 
to farmers and ranchers all over the 
country; hope to farmers in South Da-
kota who may have lost some of the 
reason for hope in recent years; hope to 
young farmers who really want to be-
come part of rural life and productive 
citizens, as the farmers and ranchers of 
the future; hope to those who believe 
we can do better in nutrition and find 
ways to do a better job with conserva-
tion; hope to those who believe we can 
figure out a way to balance the imbal-
ance that exists now in the unfair trad-
ing practices used by some, and make 
sure consumers have the ability to 
know where their products are coming 
from now with country-of-origin label-
ing. 

So I must say, this is a great day for 
agriculture. This is a great day because 
we send a strong message to our farm-
ers and ranchers of all generations, and 
to those who look to us for some expec-
tation that they can survive and 
achieve great things, having chosen 
this wonderful profession. So I am very 
pleased with the result. I am hopeful 
that our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle will support this result with a re-
sounding vote this afternoon. 

I hope we can continue to build on 
what we have done. I have heard my 
colleagues come to the floor and sug-
gest that now what we have to do is 
focus our attention on packer con-
centration. I heard Senator HARKIN 
speak powerfully about his determina-
tion to continue that effort. So we 
know our work is not done, but we do 
know we have accomplished a good 
deal. We have created a foundation for 
the next 6 years upon which we can 
build even more—sending hope and cre-
ating even better and more promising 
days in the future for our farmers and 
ranchers, the likes of which I didn’t 
think we would see this year. 

I thank the Chair and my colleagues, 
and I thank those on the committee. I 
thank the conferees, and I thank our 
staffs for a job well done. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana is recognized. 
Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, how 

much time remains on our side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 

minutes. 
Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I 

thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for his very thoughtful and generous 
comments. It is my privilege now in 
the remainder of our time to thank 
people who have been very vital to this 
farm bill and with whom certainly I 
have had the pleasure of serving in this 
committee. They are our minority staff 
and detailees. I would like to name 
each one. 

Obviously, Keith Luse, my right- 
hand person, who is right by me now, 

our staff director throughout all of 
this; Dave Johnson, chief counsel; 
Carol Dubard; Andy Fisher; Michael 
Knipe; Walt Lukken; Andy Morton, our 
economist, who has been so helpful 
during this debate and for many years; 
Terri Nintemann; Carol Olander; Chris 
Salisbury; Erin Shaw; Daniel Spellacy; 
Pat Sweeney; Mark Tyndall; Dave 
White; and Benny Young. All of them 
are very able people, with great futures 
ahead of them. We look forward to con-
tinuing our work with the majority 
staff and with our distinguished chair-
man. 

With that, I yield back the remainder 
of our time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, on 
this vote, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

conference report to accompany H.R. 
2646. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 35, as follow: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 103 Leg.] 
YEAS—64 

Akaka 
Allard 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—35 

Allen 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Carper 
Chafee 
Collins 
Corzine 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Kyl 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Nelson (FL) 
Nickles 
Reed 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Helms 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. HARKIN. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

I voted today for the farm bill because 
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I believe that it provides some needed 
relief to our strapped farm industry as 
well as provides some new and much- 
appreciated assistance to the farmers 
of Connecticut. Our farm economy 
right now is in dire shape, and farmers 
from across the nation have pleaded 
with the Congress to give them the as-
surances that this bill possesses. I do 
not believe it is a time at which we can 
turn our back on the nation’s farmers. 

The bill also provides some prece-
dent-setting relief to the often ignored 
farm industry in my home state of 
Connecticut. In particular, the exten-
sion of the dairy program, the new as-
sistance for the speciality crops that 
dominate our farmland, the increases 
in conservation funding over the status 
quo, and the various incentive pro-
grams for organic agriculture all will 
bring benefits to Connecticut farmers. 
Finally, the provision of $600 million 
annually in new nutrition programs, 
including the restoration of food 
stamps to many legal immigrants, will 
allow many Connecticut residents to 
provide essential supplies of food for 
their families. 

While this bill does provide support 
for who depend on the land for their 
living, like most legislation it is not 
perfect, and so I cast this vote with 
some reservations. I am concerned that 
several of the features that made the 
Senate-passed bill desirable have been 
weakened in conference. In particular, 
the conservation funding has been re-
duced and appears to be backloaded far 
into the future. The payment limita-
tions that were adopted in order to en-
sure that funds were distributed more 
equitably, and not disproportionately 
to large corporate farms, also appear to 
have been weakened. While I cast my 
vote today for this bill, I hope that we 
can revisit these important issues in 
the near future. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, the ma-
jority leader has asked me to announce 
there will be no further rollcall votes 
tonight. 

f 

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE 
EXPANSION ACT—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the pending business. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

An act (H.R. 3009) to extend the Andean 
Trade Preference Act, to grant additional 
trade benefits under that Act, and for other 
purposes. 

Pending: 
Daschle amendment No. 3386, in the nature 

of a substitute. 

Dorgan amendment No. 3387 (to amend-
ment No. 3386), to ensure transparency of in-
vestor protection dispute resolution tribu-
nals under the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3387 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 3387. 

The amendment (no. 3387), was 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
would like to take this time to talk in 
some detail about the Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Reform Act, the un-
derlying bill. This is a bill which is a 
renamed version of S. 1209, which was 
reported out of the Finance Committee 
last December. It is the first part of a 
trade package to which the pending 
motion—actually it is the first part of 
the substitute underlying the bill. 

I think it is important to put this 
bill in context. That is why I want to 
spend some time reviewing the history 
of the TAA program, its purpose, and 
recent proposals for reform, and how 
those factors are reflected in the bill. 

I also want to review some important 
points about what this bill does and 
does not do. Unfortunately, there is a 
lot of misinformation out there. I want 
to clear up some of the inaccuracies 
that have cropped up about specific 
parts of the bill. 

Last, I want to review my efforts to 
make this a bill with bipartisan appeal. 
That has been my goal—and, I think, 
one I share with Senator DASCHLE and 
Senator BINGAMAN—from the begin-
ning. I really believe we have achieved 
that goal. So I want to touch on how 
that happened as well. 

First, I will start with a little his-
tory. 

Trade Adjustment Assistance—what 
we call TAA—was created in the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962 and revised to its 
current form in the Trade Act of 1974. 
It was last revised in the 1993 NAFTA 
Implementation Act, which created a 
special program for NAFTA-impacted 
workers. 

The purpose of the TAA program is 
to help workers who lose their jobs and 
firms that face layoffs as a con-
sequence of international trade. 

In 1962, President Kennedy said. 
Those injured by . . . trade competition 

should not be required to bear the full brunt 
of the impact. There is an obligation [for the 
Federal Government] to render assistance to 
those who suffer as a result of national trade 
policy. 

When President Kennedy said those 
words, the United States had a trade 
surplus. Imports amounted to less than 
5 percent of GDP. But the President 
and a bipartisan majority of the Con-
gress were wise enough to realize that 
the benefits of increased trade are not 

evenly distributed. They realized that 
we, as a government, have an obliga-
tion to help those who are displaced by 
trade policy to get back on their feet. 

Today, as well all know, there is a 
huge trade deficit. Imports as a share 
of GDP have tripled. These facts can 
lead to only one conclusion—the ra-
tionale for having a strong, effective 
trade adjustment assistance program 
are even stronger today than they were 
when the program was created. That is 
why 66 percent of Americans respond-
ing to a recent poll agreed with the fol-
lowing statement: 

I favor free trade, and I believe that it is 
necessary for the government to have pro-
grams to help workers who lose their jobs. 

Congress has regularly reauthorized 
the TAA program—about every 5 
years—and always with bipartisan sup-
port. It was with that history in mind 
that Senator BINGAMAN, Senator 
DASCHLE, and I embarked on this cur-
rent exercise to reauthorize and reform 
the program. 

But before turning to the specific 
provisions of the bill, I want to spend a 
moment on what the current TAA pro-
gram does. 

There are currently three TAA pro-
grams: regular TAA for workers, 
NAFTA–TAA for workers, and TAA for 
firms. 

The two worker programs run out of 
the Department of Labor. They help 
workers who lose their jobs due to 
trade to get retrained for new careers. 
To achieve that goal, TAA provides a 
very modest level of income support to 
tide over workers while they retrain. It 
also pays for training and provides job 
search and relocation assistance where 
needed. 

The TAA for firms program provides 
technical assistance to mostly small- 
and medium-sized businesses that face 
layoffs due to import competition. The 
program helps firms become more com-
petitive so they can retain and expand 
employment. 

People sometimes call TAA the 
‘‘Cadillac’’ of U.S. displaced worker 
programs. I find that misleading. It is 
true that TAA provides more benefits 
that other U.S. programs for displaced 
workers. But please remember that no 
one wants to be in TAA. The prospect 
of a government check for about $250 a 
week is not an incentive to linger in 
this program when you have a mort-
gage to pay, a family to feed, and med-
ical expenses to pay. I hope we can get 
past this ‘‘Cadillac’’ discussion and get 
down to the real issues. 

The TAA program has a 40-year his-
tory, and we have learned some things 
from experience. Over the last few 
years there has been a growing con-
sensus that it was time to take another 
look at this program and see how it 
could work better. 

In the past 2 years, the GAO has done 
four very comprehensive studies of 
every aspect of the TAA program. GAO 
has noted some problems in the way 
the program operates and made some 
concrete recommendations for reform. 
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In addition, the bipartisan Trade Def-

icit Review Commission has looked at 
TAA. The Commission included our 
current USTR, Ambassador Zoellick, 
as well as Secretary Rumsfeld, former 
USTR Carla Hills, and others rep-
resenting a wide range of views. As you 
probably know, they did not agree on 
much of anything. But their report 
contains one unanimous chapter rec-
ommending revision and expansion of 
the TAA program. 

The GAO and the Trade Deficit Re-
view Commission’s recommendations 
for improving the TAA program in-
clude expanding TAA to cover sec-
ondary workers and assisting TAA par-
ticipants with health insurance. 

Also, they recommend making sure 
income support lasts as long as train-
ing. After all, you need work while you 
are getting trained. 

They recommend creating a perform-
ance evaluation system to track pro-
gram outcomes to see if it is working. 

They recommend providing wage in-
surance. 

They recommend assisting trade-im-
pacted communities and assuring ade-
quate funds for training. 

That is the unanimous recommenda-
tion of the Trade Commission. 

That, in a nutshell, is how this bill 
began. We didn’t start out trying to 
add as many bells and whistles as pos-
sible to this program. We didn’t add 
too much in the expectation of negoti-
ating down later. 

We simply took the nonpartisan and 
bipartisan recommendations of the 
GAO and the Trade Deficit Review 
Commission and wrote them into stat-
utory language. This is basically what 
we did along with Senators DASCHLE 
and BINGAMAN. And we tried to do it in 
a fair and sensible way that would 
make the program work better and 
treat all trade-impacted workers equal-
ly. 

Let me take a few minutes now to 
walk through some of the major provi-
sions of the bill. 

The first thing this bill does is unify 
the two TAA programs for workers— 
regular TAA and NAFTA–TAA. The 
unified TAA program pretty much 
adopts the existing NAFTA–TAA rules, 
which are the more recent. Consoli-
dating these two programs creates a 
single set of application procedures, 
eligibility criteria, and training re-
quirements. This makes the program a 
lot more user friendly for workers and 
easier for the Department of Labor to 
run. Unlike current law, the unified 
program will provide income support 
for the full length of training. That 
way workers can finish the training 
they need instead of dropping out when 
income support runs out. The Adminis-
tration supports these changes. 

The second thing this bill does is ex-
tend TAA coverage to workers who lost 
their jobs when their plants relocate 
abroad. 

Right now, these so-called ‘‘shifts in 
production’’ are covered under 
NAFTA–TAA, but not under regular 

TAA. That means that if a factory re-
locates to Mexico or Canada, the dis-
placed American workers are covered. 
But if the factory relocates to Thailand 
or Chile, they are not. That is not fair. 
It is not sensible. 

This is not a fair or sensible way to 
run a trade adjustment program. There 
is no difference between a worker 
whose job moves to Mexico and one 
whose job moves to China. Their ad-
justment needs are exactly the same. 
The bill cures the unfairness of current 
law by extending TAA to cover shifts 
in production to any country. 

The third thing this bill does is ex-
tend TAA coverage to secondary work-
ers. Secondary workers are workers 
who supply parts to or perform fin-
ishing operations on a product pro-
duced by another so-called ‘‘primary’’ 
firm. 

Right now, regular TAA does not 
cover secondary workers. Think about 
a case where an auto assembly plant 
closes because of import competition 
from Japan or Korea and that forces 
the nearby plant that supplies tires for 
the cars to close. All these worker lost 
their jobs for the same reason. But 
right now, the auto plant workers get 
TAA benefits while the workers at the 
nearby tire plant do not. 

In 1993, secondary worker coverage 
was added in NAFTA–TAA. But work-
ers can only get the benefits when the 
imports are from Mexico or Canada. At 
that time, it made some sense to ex-
tend this coverage for trade between 
the three countries in the new NAFTA 
agreement. 

But now, nearly ten years later, it is 
time to extend the same benefits to all 
secondary workers. When we added sec-
ondary workers in NAFTA, it was un-
derstood that eventually it would only 
make sense to do it for everyone. Since 
then, the WTO Uruguay Round agree-
ments have expanded trade with 145 
countries, we have granted permanent 
normal trading relations status to 
China, and we have entered an FTA 
with Jordan and a trade agreement 
with Vietnam. It doesn’t make sense 
anymore to limit these benefits to im-
ports from Mexico and Canada. It is 
time to apply them across the board. 

Now there have been a lot of mis-
understandings about the secondary 
worker coverage in this bill. You have 
probably heard someone say that this 
is a radical expansion of the concept of 
secondary workers—that it will sweep 
in all sorts of people with very tenuous 
ties to the imports at issue. I have to 
say that the people making those 
claims have not read the bill very care-
fully. The definitions of secondary 
workers in the bill are based closely on 
the definitions used in the NAFTA. We 
have broadened the definition of sup-
plier firms slightly, to catch some peo-
ple we think are unfairly left out under 
current law. But other than that, this 
bill does not change how secondary 
workers are defined—it just makes sec-
ondary worker coverage universal. 

The fourth thing this bill does is re-
authorize the TAA for firms program. 

This is a jewel of a little program that 
operates out of the Commerce Depart-
ment. It has helped small- and me-
dium-sized companies in Montana and 
nationwide that face layoffs due to im-
port competition. Technical assistance 
provided under this program helps 
these firms become more competitive 
so they can retain and expand employ-
ment. The program is very cost effec-
tive. It requires the firms being helped 
to pay a share of the cost of assistance, 
and it pays the government back in 
federal and state tax revenues when 
the firms succeed. 

The fifth feature of the bill is a new 
TAA program for communities. 

Communities that experience mass 
layoffs due to trade competition are 
really in a bind. This is especially true 
in smaller and rural communities, such 
as we have in Montana. These commu-
nities may not have a lot of job oppor-
tunities for displaced workers, even 
with TAA retraining. Indeed, one of the 
main criticisms of the current TAA 
program is that it does nothing to 
make sure there are jobs for workers at 
the end of the retraining process. 

There are a number of federal pro-
grams out there that might offer some 
help. They are all over the map—in 
Commerce, Treasury, Labor, Agri-
culture, HUD, and the SBA, just to 
name a few. But these communities 
have no way to start, no go-to person 
or resource to guide them through the 
maze of potential help. And the federal 
government doesn’t make it any easier. 
There is very little coordination of re-
sponse among the various agencies. Fi-
nally, even if communities can find 
these Federal resources, most existing 
programs are not tailored to the spe-
cial needs of trade-impacted commu-
nities. 

This bill tries to make federal eco-
nomic assistance work better for trade- 
impacted distressed communities in a 
few simple ways. It creates a single of-
fice responsibility for coordinating the 
federal response. And it creates a sin-
gle point of contact for the community 
throughout its recovery process. It 
gives communities the technical assist-
ance they need to develop a strategic 
plan—basically a roadmap for eco-
nomic recovery. That helps ensure that 
Federal resources are being used in the 
most coordinated and cost-effective 
way possible. Finally, it makes sure 
that there are expertise and resources 
tailored to the special needs of trade- 
impacted communities. 

The next real innovation in this bill 
is the TAA program for farmers, ranch-
ers, and fishermen. 

Family farmers, ranchers and fisher-
men are nominally covered by the cur-
rent TAA programs for workers. But 
hardly any have participated. They 
usually can’t qualify, because they 
don’t become unemployed in the tradi-
tional sense and they often don’t qual-
ify for unemployment insurance—two 
TAA prerequisites. 

In NAFTA–TAA, there was an at-
tempt to shoe-horn family farmers into 
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the program by waiving some of the 
eligibility requirements. But even that 
has not worked to bring trade-im-
pacted farmers into the program. 

After several decades of trying with 
little success to squeeze farmers into 
eligibility rules designed for manufac-
turing workers it is time to try some-
thing new. 

What this bill does is create a TAA 
program better tailored to the needs of 
farmers, ranchers, and fishermen. Basi-
cally, the program creates a new trig-
ger for eligibility. Instead of having to 
show a layoff, the farmer, rancher or 
fisherman has to show commodity 
price declines related to imports. 

The trigger is different, but the pro-
gram serves the same purposes. It is 
basically a hybrid of the TAA for work-
ers and TAA for firms programs, using 
parts of each that make sense for agri-
cultural producers. It assists the farm-
er, rancher or fisherman to adjust to 
import competition, to retrain, to ob-
tain technical assistance, and to have 
access to income support to tide them 
over during the process. And the in-
come support is capped and is subject 
to gross income limitations to make 
sure that the program is not being 
abused. 

The last important innovation in this 
bill deals with health insurance. One 
common criticism of the existing pro-
gram is that it does nothing to help 
workers with health insurance. 

It is virtually impossible for a work-
er to pay the mortgage, feed his family, 
and pay health insurance premiums on 
$250 a week. The worker faces a terrible 
choice. He can retrain under TAA in 
the hope of a better job—but risk going 
without health insurance for his family 
for up to two years. Or he can pass up 
the opportunity to retrain for a better 
future and take a dead-end job right 
away to make ends meet. 

The bipartisan Trade Deficit Review 
Commission concluded that lack of as-
sistance with health insurance is a sig-
nificant disincentive to complete TAA 
training. As I said before, this group 
unanimously recommended that the 
Government help workers bridge the 
insurance gap between old and new 
jobs. And that is what we have done 
with this bill. Again, Secretary Rums-
feld, Ambassador Hills, and Ambas-
sador Zoellick agreed to this point. 

The bill before us today includes a 73- 
percent advanceable, refundable tax 
credit for COBRA premiums for work-
ers eligible for TAA benefits. TAA par-
ticipants who are not eligible for 
COBRA can use the tax credit to pur-
chase health insurance from various 
State-sponsored group plans. 

This issue has been surprisingly con-
troversial. I am not saying that there 
is only one right way to address this 
issue. But what has shocked me is the 
number of voices suggesting that we 
should do nothing at all; that is, that 
we not help people, who are displaced 
on account of trade, with health insur-
ance. That is just not acceptable. I 
hope we are past that now and headed 

toward a reasonable compromise and 
that we can move forward construc-
tively to help people who need health 
insurance. 

Now that I have gone over the main 
parts of the bill, I want to speak a lit-
tle about the tradition of bipartisan-
ship on trade adjustment assistance. 

Since its inception, the TAA program 
has always enjoyed wide bipartisan 
support. As I said before, a lot of work 
has gone into making sure this bill is 
no exception. 

Before the bill was drafted, we con-
sulted widely with our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle. We have contin-
ued that outreach throughout the proc-
ess. I thank again, Senator BINGAMAN 
and Senator DASCHLE for their leader-
ship on this issue. But I also thank 
Senator GRASSLEY, whose proposal 
with Senator CONRAD for a TAA for 
farmers program became the core of 
the farmers and fishermen portions of 
this bill. And I thank Senator SNOWE, 
who has made some very important 
contributions to the bill dealing with 
fishermen, small businesses, and other 
issues. Her support and cosponsorship 
are very much appreciated. 

We have also talked with the admin-
istration. They raised some technical 
and not-so-technical issues, and we 
have been able to come to under-
standings on many of them. 

The administration wanted us to 
tighten up training waivers, and we 
did. They wanted us to cap the wage in-
surance program, and we did. They 
wanted us to revise TAA’s on-the-job 
training provisions to work more like 
WIA. We did. They wanted us to clarify 
the definition of secondary workers 
and to make sure the Department of 
Labor has enough time to consider sec-
ondary worker petitions. We did that, 
too. 

This process of give and take has 
been healthy. It has been useful. And I 
think the result is a good, solid, 
thoughtful bill, one that will make this 
program more fair, more efficient, and 
more user friendly. 

If we want to rebuild the center on 
trade, improving trade adjustment as-
sistance is critical. It is an integral 
part. It is a necessary part. I urge all 
my colleagues to support this provision 
and support the larger trade package, 
particularly when we proceed to con-
sider it at a later point either this 
week or next. 

I thank the Chair. And I particularly 
thank my friend from Alaska for his 
indulgence. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-

sent the Senate now proceed to a pe-
riod for morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BIDEN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Let me further stipu-
late, Senators be limited to 10 minutes 
in time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Alaska. 
(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per-

taining to the introduction of S. 2481 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RAISING EPA TO CABINET-LEVEL 
STATUS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in recent 
years, some of my colleagues have op-
posed elevating the Environmental 
Protection Agency to Cabinet-level 
status. You and I have argued that the 
protection of our public health and en-
vironment, EPA’s mandate, is as im-
portant as the congressional mandates 
which guide other Cabinet-level agen-
cies. If the EPA enjoyed the same sta-
tus as the Department of Energy or the 
Interior Department, maybe EPA’s 
policies would carry the day occasion-
ally. 

As things stand, EPA is certainly los-
ing the battle within this administra-
tion from clean air to climate change 
to snowmobiles in our national parks. 
EPA’s views are overridden, under-
valued, and watered down. 

Take the issue of snowmobiles in Yel-
lowstone and Grand Teton National 
Parks. I have spoken about these issues 
before. I have offered amendments that 
have been adopted in this regard. 
Snowmobiling in Yellowstone National 
Park and Grand Teton National Park 
has become popular in recent years; so 
popular, in fact, that the activities 
overwhelm the parks, its employees, 
and its wildlife. 

Up to 1,000 snowmobilers enter the 
Yellowstone Park on winter weekends, 
most of them through the gateway 
community of West Yellowstone, MT. 
On steel cold days, a visible haze hangs 
over the park’s gate and surrounding 
area. Rangers at this park wore Park 
Service-issued respirators this winter 
because the air quality had been so de-
graded by emissions from snowmobile 
engines. 

I repeat, park rangers at Yellowstone 
National Park wore respirators because 
the air was so bad because of snowmo-
biles. These respirators were issued by 
the Park Service. 

What have we come to when rangers 
have to wear a respirator in our na-
tional parks? At the very least, it is an 
embarrassment. I think it is a tragedy. 

EPA, the protector of the air we 
breathe, wisely advocated banning 
snowmobiles due to their air quality 
impacts, but those were not the only 
impacts EPA raised. Snowmobiles also 
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stress Yellowstone’s wildlife. The noise 
generated by so many snowmobiles, 
coupled with the vehicle’s capacity to 
reach speeds of up to 90 miles an hour, 
force the park’s wildlife, to say the 
least, to expend valuable energy to 
avoid contact with these snowmobilers. 

The National Park Service studied 
the snowmobiles’ impact on the parks 
for the better part of 10 years, receiv-
ing hundreds of thousands of public 
comments on this subject. The com-
ment included those from the EPA. As 
I have said, EPA recommended a ban 
based on air quality concerns. 

In November of 2000, the Park Serv-
ice ordered the snowmobiles be gradu-
ally phased out in Yellowstone Na-
tional Park and Grand Teton National 
Park and the 8-mile road connecting 
the two. 

By the year 2004, snowmobiles would 
be banned completely from these 
parks. With so many proconservation 
Clinton-era policies, the Bush adminis-
tration balked at implementing this 
rule. With the snowmobile industry in 
mind, rather than the millions of 
Americans who visit our parks, the 
White House ordered the Park Service 
to restudy the impact of snowmobiles 
on park resources. 

The writing was on the wall that this 
administration expected the Park 
Service to reach a different conclusion 
when it reexamined the data. Perhaps 
they hoped the evidence would support 
the position they favored, some sort of 
a faith-based approach to science. 

As part of the new review, EPA had 
the integrity and the courage to stick 
to the position it held throughout the 
history of this debate. I commend Gov-
ernor Whitman for that. 

In its public comments, EPA re-
peated the assertion from 3 years ago 
that banning snowmobiles is the best 
available protection for air quality and 
health of workers and visitors alike. 
EPA said even a limited number of 
snowmobiles may violate air quality 
standards. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
comments of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to the Assistant Super-
intendent at Grand Teton National 
Park setting out their position be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY, REGION VIII, 
Denver, CO, April 23, 2002. 

Re Draft supplemental EIS for winter use 
CEQ #020130. 

STEVEN F. IOBST, 
Assistant Superintendent, Grand Teton Na-

tional Park, Moose, WY. 
DEAR MR. IOBST: As a Cooperating Agency 

in the Supplemental Winter Use Planning 
Process, and in accordance with our respon-
sibilities under the corresponding Memo-
randum of Agreement with the National 
Park Service (NPS), the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DSEIS) for Winter Use Plans at 
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National 
Parks and John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial 

Parkway (the Parks). We provide the fol-
lowing comments to assist NPS in producing 
a document that meets the intent of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and the terms of the Settlement Agreement 
that led to this Supplement. These com-
ments are provided in accordance with EPA’s 
responsibilities under NEPA and Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act, and we hope they will 
be useful to you as you complete this supple-
mental analysis. 

EPA thanks the NPS for the opportunity 
to participate in this SEIS as a Cooperating 
Agency. NPS has again fully involved the 
Cooperating Agencies at every point in this 
process. NPS was extremely responsive to 
the Cooperating Agencies, and we appreciate 
the almost weekly opportunity to provide 
input and ask questions. We also appreciate 
NPS’ efforts to fully evaluate and utilize ap-
plicable information and input from the Co-
operators. While the Settlement Agreement 
set a very tight time frame for this analysis, 
and though NPS received much of the new 
information much later than expected, the 
NPS planning and analysis team is to be 
commended for doing a remarkable job in as-
sembling this DSEIS. 

This DSEIS amends the Final Winter Use 
EIS (FEIS) issued in October, 2000. The two 
primary purposes of the DSEIS are as fol-
lows: (1) to solicit more public input, and (2) 
to include data from new snowmobile tech-
nology and other new information. This 
DSEIS analyzes four alternatives that fall 
within the range of those alternatives pre-
sented in the FEIS. 

Alternative 1a represents the November 
2000 Record of Decision (ROD), fully phasing 
in he transfer of motorized access to 
snowcoaches by 2003–2004. The existing ROD 
implements FEIS Alternative G with minor 
modifications. 

Alternative 1b is identical to 1a except im-
plementation is extended one additional 
year, with full implementation in 2004–2005. 

Alternative 2, at full implementation, re-
quires 50 percent lower emissions on all 
snowmobiles, and caps snowmobiles in Yel-
lowstone at 1,300/day pending a carrying ca-
pacity analysis. 

Alternative 3, at a full implementation, re-
quires ‘‘best available technology’’ for reduc-
ing emissions and noise for all snowmobiles 
entering the Parks, and all snowmobiles 
would be accompanied by a NPS licensed 
guide. Alternative 3 caps use in Yellowstone 
at 930 snowmobiles per day until a carrying 
capacity analysis is completed. 

EPA fully supports continued winter ac-
cess to these National Parks. Given the anal-
ysis presented in the DSEIS, EPA is satisfied 
that if applicable regulation, law, and fed-
eral policy are followed. Park resources can 
be protected while maintaining motorized 
winter access to these Parks. While this 
comment letter will suggest some adjust-
ments and additional analyses, EPA finds 
the Park Service again used the best-avail-
able information, scientific analyses, expert 
agency comment, and public input in assem-
bling both the DSEIS and FEIS (as required 
by 40 CFR 1500.1(b)). The assessment of im-
pacts in the DSEIS and FEIS is supported by 
an extremely thorough and credible body of 
human health, environmental, and wildlife 
science, much of which is site-specific to the 
Yellowstone ecosystem. NPS, academic and 
agency researchers have actively studied the 
impacts of snowmobile use for over 10 years 
in these Parks. The Yellowstone ecosystem 
has the benefit of more peer-reviewed sci-
entific research on the effects of motorized 
winter recreation than any other place on 
earth. 

EPA’s primary concern with this supple-
mental analysis is that three of the four 
DSEIS alternatives (1b, 2 and 3) threaten to 

exceed National or Montana Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for carbon monoxide in 
the first year of implementation (2002–2003). 
NPS has the ability, information and author-
ity to set interim limits to vehicle numbers 
that would assure compliance with Air Qual-
ity Standards. EPA encourages interim vehi-
cle limits be sufficiently reduced in the 
FSEIS to assure compliance with these 
standards. Although complying with Air 
Quality Standards does not assure elimi-
nation of the impairment to visibility of 
human health caused by vehicle exhaust, it 
is an achievable first step toward resolving 
the impaired air quality in these Parks. 

In November, 2000, NPS issued a Record of 
Decision (ROD) that resolved the winter-use 
threat to National and State air Quality 
Standards as well as the significant impair-
ments to human health, visibility, wildlife 
and soundscapes. This remedy was to being 
with actions taken this past winter (2001– 
2002), with full implementation in 2003–04. 
EPA recently learned that some actions re-
quired by the ROD to reduce impacts to air 
quality this past winter were not imple-
mented. The ROD is an active policy docu-
ment and represents an agreement with the 
public for managing winter use in these 
Parks. EPA is concerned that air quality, 
human health and visibility continued to be 
impaired this past season. As discussed in 
our enclosed Detailed Comments, EPA is 
suggesting that interim limits be adjusted in 
each of the SEIS alternatives to assure com-
pliance with air quality standards beginning 
this coming season (2002–2003). 
Environmentally preferred alternative 

EPA has carefully considered the new in-
formation, analysis and alternatives pre-
sented in the DSEIS, and we find FEIS Alter-
native G remains the environmentally pre-
ferred alternative. The analysis presented in 
this EIS clearly indicates FEIS Alternative 
G would provide the best available protec-
tion to human health, wildlife, air quality, 
water quality, soundscapes, visitor experi-
ences, and visibility while maintaining mo-
torized and non-motorized winter access to 
these Parks. We are confident that Alter-
native G will fully comply with all applica-
ble environmental regulations, policy and 
Executive Orders. EPA has no objections to 
this alternative. 
EPA rating 

Based primarily on the disclosure in this 
DSEIS that Alternatives 1b, 2 and 3 would 
likely result in noncompliance with air qual-
ity standards and that air quality could neg-
atively impact human health, EPA is rating 
these three action alternatives EO–2 (Envi-
ronmental Objections, 2—Insufficient Infor-
mation). Alternatives 2 and 3 are likely to be 
inconsistent with NPS environmental policy 
regarding protection of air quality and re-
lated values. ‘‘EO–2’’ indicates that the EPA 
review has identified environmental impacts 
including possible violation of environ-
mental regulations that can and should be 
avoided in order to fully protect the environ-
ment. Corrective measures may require sub-
stantial changes to the alternatives or con-
sideration of additional project alternatives. 
The identified additional information, data, 
analyses or discussion should be included in 
the Final SEIS (FSEIS). While Alternatives 
1b, 2 and 3 all receive the same EO–2 rating, 
EPA notes that there are substantial dif-
ferences in environmental performance be-
tween these alternatives (see enclosed De-
tailed Comments). EPA finds no environ-
mental objection to the No Action Alter-
native (1a). A full description of EPA’s EIS 
rating system is enclosed. 

Because the decision maker can select 
from among alternatives in both the DSEIS 
and the FEIS, EPA is providing a brief as-
sessment of the alternatives in the FEIS as 
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well. Because FEIS Alternatives A, B, C, D, 
E and F would likely not comply with envi-
ronmental regulation, policy and executive 
orders, EPA has expressed environmental ob-
jections with these alternatives (see EPA 
comments on Draft and Final EISs). Again, 
EPA finds no environmental objection with 
Alternative G. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review 
this DSEIS and provide comments. A set of 
detailed comments on the DSEIS is enclosed. 
Thank you for your willingness to consider 
our comments at this stage of the process, 
and we hope they will be useful to you. 
Should you have questions regarding these 
comments, please contact Phil Strobel of my 
staff. 

Sincerely, 
MAX H. DODSON, 

Assistant Regional Administrator for 
Ecosystems Protection and Remediation. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is impor-
tant to print this in the RECORD be-
cause the administration had already 
signaled it expected the EPA to again 
sacrifice its own best scientific judg-
ment to the political will of special in-
terests. Again, the administration is 
signaling that the agency views will 
not be afforded weight. 

When the comments were revealed 
this past weekend, Administrator 
Whitman immediately came under fire 
to repudiate the longstanding policy of 
the EPA. While they have not gotten 
that for yet, EPA immediately insti-
tuted new policy designed to ensure 
that its views were in line with Cabi-
net-level counterparts. Perhaps ele-
vating EPA to a Cabinet-level depart-
ment would begin to change the out-
come of these cases and elevate the im-
portance of environmental protection 
to this administration. In this case, it 
is critically important that EPA and 
their views prevail. 

I ask Governor Whitman to stand 
strong. Yellowstone and Grand Teton 
are national treasures. People visit 
from all over the world in all seasons 
to see Old Faithful and the Grand 
Teton range. 

As I have said here before and other 
places, snowmobiling is an important 
form of recreation for many Ameri-
cans. I snowmobile, and it is a lot of 
fun. Thousands of Nevadans snow-
mobile. But banning these vehicles 
from Yellowstone and Grand Teton will 
have almost no impact on the opportu-
nities open to snowmobilers around 
this country. There are 130,000 miles of 
snowmobile trails in the United States. 
These two national parks have a com-
bined total of 600 miles. If the Park 
Service bans snowmobiles from these 
places, there will still be 129,400 miles 
of trail for snowmobilers. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
recognizing the value of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. To the ad-
ministration, I hope they will join me 
in recognizing the value of our national 
parks and the need to preserve these 
wonderful national treasures of which 
Nevada has one, the Great Basin Na-
tional Park, and it is a beauty. The 
Great Basin National Park is the sec-
ond newest. We have a mountain peak 
that is about 13,000 feet high, but yet 

below that the park has some of the 
desert foliage. It represents everything 
in the Great Basin. 

In addition to that, the park has the 
oldest living attractions in the world 
in it, such as bristle corn pines more 
than 5,000 years old. So it is one of our 
great national parks. 

I have talked about two national 
parks today that I am particularly con-
cerned about and hope we do not have 
snowmobiles rushing through there and 
we do not see park rangers with their 
Smokey the Bear hats with a res-
pirator. 

f 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, EVY DUBROW 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it is rare 
that I get to extend a birthday greeting 
to someone older than I. It is even 
more uncommon for me to extend such 
a greeting to someone who has been 
working the halls of the U.S. Senate 
longer than I. Today, I do both. With 
delight, I want to take a few minutes 
to extend a very warm and sincere, if a 
little belated, birthday greeting to a 
dear friend, Ms. Evelyn Dubrow, whose 
birthday was May 6. 

Affectionately, as well as profes-
sionally, known throughout Congress, 
Washington, D.C., and the labor unions 
around the country as ‘‘Evy,’’ she has 
been involved in the American labor 
movement for more than sixty years, 
most of the time as a labor lobbyist. 
She was with the International Ladies 
Garment Workers Union, ILGWU, for 
more than forty years. More recently, 
she has been vice president and legisla-
tive director of the Union of Needles 
Trades, Industrial and Textile Employ-
ees, UNITE. 

Today, women lobbyists are quite 
common on Capitol Hill. According to 
the Hill newspaper, women now ac-
count for about one-third of the Cap-
ital’s more than 11,000 registered lobby-
ists. When Evy first arrived as a lob-
byist in 1956, women lobbyists were 
rare, and the U.S. Senate was still 
overwhelmingly a men’s club. 

Evy was not deterred. She had come 
with a determination and a cause—to 
improve the living and working condi-
tions of American workers—and she 
was not to be denied. Her very first 
fight was opposing a proposal to outlaw 
secondary boycotts. For this effort, she 
enlisted none other than Massachu-
setts Senator John F. Kennedy, who 
sponsored her amendment. 

Her next issue was seeking an in-
crease in the minimum wage to an un-
heard of level of one dollar an hour! 

Since then, she has had a tireless and 
active role in helping to bring about 
most of the important laws on eco-
nomic and social justice since the 
1960s. She has worked on civil rights 
legislation, the establishment of Medi-
care, minimum wage, pension protec-
tion, and occupational safety and 
health rules. She stands for everything 
that is good and best about the Amer-
ican labor movement. As my good 
friend and colleague, Senator ERNEST 

HOLLINGS said of her, ‘‘She is the union 
label.’’ 

Although Evy stands less than five 
feet tall, I have seen her stand eye-ball- 
to-eye-ball with the likes of the 6 foot 
5 inch Senator Bill Bradley, the 6 foot 
6 inch Senator JAY ROCKEFELLER, and 6 
foot 7 inch Senator Alan Simpson. 

And that is exactly the way she has 
always lobbied, eye-ball-to-eye-ball. It 
is not through the fax machine, or over 
the cell phone, or from e-mail. This lit-
tle workhorse walks right into your of-
fice, meets you person-to-person, and 
makes her case. 

Evy is never heavy-handed. Good lob-
bying, she says, is ‘‘presenting your 
case and proving it,’’ and that is what 
she does. 

As a liberal labor lobbyist, her heros 
have tended to be liberal Democrats, 
including Harry Truman, John F. Ken-
nedy, and Hubert Humphrey. But on 
her list of heros, she also includes Sen-
ator Barry Goldwater, hardly a liberal 
Democrat. When asked why she did so, 
Evy replied, ‘‘He was completely hon-
est and didn’t mince words.’’ 

That is a perfect description of Evy, 
she is ‘‘completely honest’’ and does 
not ‘‘mince words.’’ 

As a lobbyist on Capitol Hill for more 
than four decades, Evy has become 
more than an institution, she has be-
come a fixture in the U.S. Congress. 
She has known almost every member 
of the Congress from the first day she 
arrived, and today she is as well 
known, and just as equally at home in 
Congress, than many members. 

In addition to the Members of Con-
gress, she has befriended doorkeepers, 
receptionists, Capitol Hill police, and 
many others who work here. She al-
ways has a kind word and a smile for 
anyone and everyone. 

Her credentials are as long as they 
are impressive. She worked a decade 
for the legendary president of the 
ILGWU, David Dubinsky. With but a 
single exception, she has attended 
every Democratic Convention since 
1948. She has met with every President 
from Eisenhower to Clinton. She has 
been awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom, the Nation’s highest civilian 
honor. Perhaps her greatest accom-
plishment came years ago when she 
served as a babysitter for the likes of 
Al Gore and CHRIS DODD when their fa-
thers were Senators. 

But I want to make it clear, to most, 
if not all Members of Congress, she is 
more than a lobbyist. She is more than 
a friend. She is ‘‘Evy!’’ 

At any rally, any party, or any gath-
ering in Washington, you will eventu-
ally hear someone say, ‘‘Evy is here,’’ 
and everyone knows exactly what is 
meant, and nearly everyone smiles. As 
I have heard it said many a time: ‘‘Ev-
eryone loves Evy.’’ 

Indeed we do. Her admirers are many. 
Her friends are legion. 

God bless you Evy and happy birth-
day! 
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LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 

OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY in March of last year. The 
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001 
would add new categories to current 
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred November 1, 1991 
in Brattleboro, VT. Two gay men were 
beaten by two juveniles who were 
heard to make anti-gay remarks. The 
assailants were charged with a hate 
crime in connection with the incident. 

I believe that government’s first duty 
is to defend its citizens, to defend them 
against the harms that come out of 
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol 
that can become substance. I believe 
that by passing this legislation and 
changing current law, we can change 
hearts and minds as well. 

f 

THE SECTORAL MARKET ASSESS-
MENT FOR REGIONAL TRAINING 
ENHANCEMENT AND REVITAL-
IZATION ACT 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on a bill that Senator 
CANTWELL and I introduced yesterday 
that will make it easier for States and 
localities to secure meaningful work 
for dislocated workers. Senator CANT-
WELL is a true advocate for unemployed 
workers and for economic develop-
ment, and it has been a pleasure to 
work with her on this and other initia-
tives designed to strengthen our work-
ers and our communities. 

This is designed to increase the abil-
ity of States and local workforce in-
vestment boards, under the Workforce 
Investment Act, WIA, to match trained 
workers with productive jobs and also 
to create systematic change in a tar-
geted industry or occupation. Our bill 
creates a three-step process for States 
and local workforce boards to accom-
plish this goal: 

The first step involves a study. Using 
the latest labor market and economic 
information, States or local workforce 
boards will prepare detailed assess-
ments of local areas that identify the 
gaps between the expected and demand 
and supply of labor in industry sectors. 
The second step involves plan. Local 
workforce boards will join with part-
ners from industry, labor, and the eco-
nomic development and training sec-
tors to develop comprehensive plans for 
implementing the assessments, in 
order to fill the gap between supply 
and demand. The third and final step 
involves grants. The local boards will 
make seed grants for training individ-
uals to meet the demand for workers in 
certain industries. 

In my home State of Maine, I have 
worked with local workforce boards, 
regional technical colleges and high 

schools, businesses, workers and com-
munity leaders to develop training pro-
grams that focus on particular market 
sectors within a particular region. I se-
cured federal appropriations for pro-
grams to train workers in the metal 
trades in northern and western Maine. 
Today, dislocated workers in Aroos-
took County and Rumford, Maine are 
being trained as metal workers. 

I also secured funding for a training 
pilot project in the Central Maine area 
that will introduce a photonics cur-
riculum in the regional technical high 
school to train students for careers in 
the growing field of photonics. This 
year I am hopeful that a request to 
fund a program targeted at training in 
the health care area in Southern Maine 
will be granted. 

This bill takes an innovative ap-
proach and provides tools to states, lo-
calities and regions to implement the 
provisions of the Workforce Investment 
Act more effectively. By retraining dis-
located workers, we give them access 
to productive and well-paying work. 
We also make our workforce stronger 
to face the challenges of the global 
marketplace. 

f 

IN HONOR OF SECRETARY OF 
STATE COLIN POWELL’S 65TH 
BIRTHDAY 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to recognize a milestone in the life 
of one of America’s most honored and 
honorable leaders on the occasion of 
his 65th birthday, our 65th Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell. 

Time and again, when Colin Powell’s 
country has needed him, he has an-
swered the call. He spent 35 years as a 
professional soldier, in which he rose to 
the rank of four-star general and then 
served as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff under the first President Bush. 
In 1991, Secretary Powell led the Amer-
ican effort to liberate Kuwait from 
Iraqi aggression in the Persian Gulf 
War. 

In 1997, then-General Powell helped 
found America’s Promise the Alliance 
for Youth—designed to marshal Ameri-
cans to get involved in the lives of 
young people so that every child, re-
gardless of race or income, has a life 
with caring adults, safe places, a 
healthy start, marketable skills, and 
opportunities to serve. In this capac-
ity, Colin Powell proved that his tenac-
ity, skill, and focus could just as easily 
help inspire a child as it could help win 
a war. 

Now, as our Secretary of State, Colin 
Powell faces yet another formidable 
challenge, and he is once again leading 
with confidence, competence, and a 
principled vision. Our country is deeply 
grateful for his service as he guides our 
foreign policy, including the twin chal-
lenges of coordinating the diplomatic 
component of the war against ter-
rorism and attempting to guide the 
Middle East toward peace. America 
needs his sharp mind, calm voice, and 
sound judgment now more than ever, 

and I know that Secretary Powell will 
not let us down. He will help this coun-
try protect its people, live up to its 
most precious values, and build a safer, 
freer, and more democratic world. 

Thomas Jefferson, our nation’s first 
Secretary of State, once said that, ‘‘A 
character of justice . . . is (as) valuable 
to a nation as to an individual.’’ I can’t 
think of a life that exemplifies that 
sentiment more powerfully than that 
of Colin Powell. 

Secretary of State Powell talked 
candidly about his life’s accomplish-
ments, and the many challenges before 
him, in a revealing profile on the occa-
sion of his birthday, written by White 
House and State Department cor-
respondent Trude Feldman. To pay 
tribute to one of our strongest and 
most admired leaders, I ask unanimous 
consent that Ms. Feldman’s article, 
syndicated, by International Press 
Syndicate, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
COLIN POWELL AT 65: A DYNAMIC STATESMAN 

(By Trude B. Feldman) 
At an age when most Americans are look-

ing towards a comfortable and secure future 
for themselves and their families, Secretary 
of State Colin L. Powell is confronting two 
of the most serious crises the U.S. has faced 
in the past 50 years. 

Between the war on terrorism and the pow-
der keg in the Middle East, there was little 
time for reflection as Mr. Powell marked his 
65th birthday last month. 

‘‘I’m not terribly sentimental about birth-
days,’’ he told me in an interview. ‘‘But 
frankly, I don’t feel any different at 65. 
Aging is part of living and I’m not bothered 
by it. Every now and then, I realize that 
there are fewer years ahead, but that is also 
part of living. Most important is that I’ve 
been blessed with continued good health, a 
loving family and sincere friends.’’ 

While Colin Powell grew up in modest cir-
cumstances, he has always been rich in spirit 
and an inspiration to others. He personifies 
success, achieved not because it was handed 
to him, but because he earned it. 

Today, a major player on the international 
scene, he has a strong presence, a calm voice 
and his demeanor generates confidence and 
admiration. He is the one President Bush 
sent to the Middle East to meet with Israeli 
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon and Palestinian 
leader Yasir Arafat to arrange a ceasefire be-
tween the parties. 

He is not content to retire and enjoy lei-
sure activities like playing golf or fixing old 
Volvos (one of his hobbies). His attention 
and energy are focused on making safer a 
troubled, dangerous world. 

In the Middle East, Mr. Powell is dem-
onstrating diplomatic elegance by relating, 
respectfully, to each of the participants, 
however intractable they may be. His dyna-
mism and apparent empathy are qualities 
much in need for his current challenge. 

I asked the Secretary if he would do any-
thing differently if he were able to relive his 
65 years. 

‘‘I never look back to see what I could do 
or might have done differently,’’ he responds. 
‘‘I guess I’m a total pragmatist. I can’t relive 
my life, not for one minute, so why reflect 
on that instead of thinking about today and 
tomorrow? Each day I do the best I can, and 
move on. I also learn from lessons of the past 
by improving on the present and future.’’ 

What are some of his regrets? ‘‘Oh, what 
good are regrets? Regrets slow you down. Re-
grets cause you to fail to pay attention to 
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the future. So I never log, count or inventory 
my regrets. I move on.’’ 

Colin Powell has used his years to break 
down barriers. He has been a role model, not 
only for America’s men and women in the 
Armed Forces, but for millions of people the 
world over. 

Since becoming America’s 65th Secretary 
of State on Jan 20, 200l, he has visited 49 
countries, including Russia, China, Nigeria, 
South Africa, and most of the capitals in Eu-
rope and the Middle East. 

According to the Secretary’s chief of staff, 
Bill Smullen, Secretary Powell relies on in-
tellect, integrity and instincts to get the job 
done. ‘‘And that is coupled with a loyalty 
that works both ways—to those he works for 
and who work for him,’’ Smullen adds. ‘‘It’s 
an Army work ethic that works well for a 
man who has been a public servant for nearly 
45 of his 65 years.’’ 

Smullen also notes that Colin Powell is 
armed with a healthy sense of himself and a 
firm set of values. ‘‘He is flattered to be seen 
as a role model, complete with G.I. Joe Ac-
tion Figure,’’ he says. ‘‘The Secretary has 
achieved considerable success through ca-
reers as a soldier, author, champion of chil-
dren and now, statesman.’’ 

These qualities are used in the service of 
problem-solving such as alleviating poverty 
around the world, as attested to, for exam-
ple, by one who should know—World Bank 
Group President James D. Wolfensohn. 

‘‘I believe that Colin Powell has combined 
his capacity for effective management with a 
true understanding of global humanitarian 
issues,’’ President Wolfensohn says. 

‘‘In all that I have seen him do, he shows 
great sensitivity to the issue of poverty and 
to the concerns of those less fortunate than 
we are. I believe he acts in this way out of a 
sense of moral and ethical principles com-
bined with an understanding that poverty 
anywhere is a domestic issue for the U.S. in 
this interdependent world in which we live.’’ 

James Wolfensohn, former Chairman of the 
Board of Trustees of the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts in Wash-
ington, DC, adds: ‘‘I not only wish Colin 
Powell a happy birthday and many more, but 
I hope he will be able to give the world his 
sensitive and enlightened leadership for 
many more years.’’ 

Stuart E. Eizenstat, former Deputy Sec-
retary of the Treasury and Special Rep-
resentative of The President and Secretary 
of State on Holocaust Issues, echoes similar 
sentiments. ‘‘I know, from my former State 
Department colleagues, that, in just over a 
year, Colin Powell has established himself 
among the career professionals as the most 
respected and admired Secretary of State in 
a generation. 

‘‘During the first six months of this Bush 
Administration, when I continued to serve 
the State Department as Senior Adviser to 
implement our Holocaust agreements, I 
could always depend on Secretary Powell’s 
full support. In general, he has been an im-
portant ballast in this Bush Administra-
tion’s foreign policy, adding a significant 
element of wisdom and good judgment.’’ 

I asked Secretary Powell whether he has 
changed, in a personal or official manner, 
since September 11th when terrorists at-
tacked the World Trade Center and the Pen-
tagon, murdering over 3000 people. 

‘‘You know, that tragedy struck the U.S., 
and put us in a war,’’ he cautiously responds. 
‘‘I have been in wars before; and I knew what 
I had to do as Secretary of State—to pull to-
gether a coalition, and take our case to the 
world. Today, some seven months later, the 
greatest public diplomacy challenge is to 
take our case to the Moslem world.’’ 

Born in 1937 in the Harlem section of New 
York City, and raised in the South Bronx, 

Colin Luther Powell is the son of Jamaican 
immigrants, whom he credits for his success. 
At City College of New York, his main inter-
est was in the Reserve Officers Training 
Corps (ROTC). His degree, however, was in 
geology. 

After he was commissioned a Second Lieu-
tenant in the Army, he served in Germany; 
in Korea; and for two tours in Vietnam, 
where he was wounded twice. In 1971, he 
earned a Master of Business Administration 
from The George Washington University in 
Washington, DC. In 1990, he returned to 
George Washington to receive from its Presi-
dent, Stephen Trachtenberg, an Honorary 
Doctorate of Public Service. 

‘‘We take pride in watching one of our own 
graduates go ‘from strength to strength,’ ’’ 
Dr. Trachtenberg says. ‘‘And Colin Powell is 
a splendid person.’’ 

As a White House Fellow in 1972–3, he 
worked in the Office of Management and 
Budget under Directors Frank Carlucci and 
Caspar Weinberger. Later, Colin Powell 
served as Military Assistant to Secretary of 
Defense Caspar Weinberger. 

Now Chairman of Forbes Magazine, Sec-
retary Weinberger observes: ‘‘It is hard to 
believe that Colin Powell is 65 years old be-
cause he looks exactly the same as he did 
when I met him more than 30 years ago. He 
keeps himself in excellent shape, another at-
tribute that not everyone has. He also has a 
lovely wife, Alma, who is a great help to 
him. 

‘‘I have always known Colin Powell to be 
extremely able. He frequently knew more 
about a meeting than anyone else there be-
cause he prepared himself so very well. He 
has extraordinary leadership qualities, and 
although his only real ambition was to lead 
the troops in the field, those leadership 
qualities brought on the numerous other 
things that came his way. 

‘‘And because of those qualities he was un-
able to turn away from things that needed to 
be done. I know he will continue to serve our 
country in different capacities for many 
years to come.’’ 

When Colin Powell was Commander of the 
U.S. Army’s Fifth Corps in Frankfurt, West 
Germany in 1986, President Ronald Reagan 
asked him to return to the White House as 
his Deputy National Security Adviser. On 
October 1, 1989, President George H.W. Bush 
selected General Powell as the l2th Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the first Af-
rican American and the youngest man to 
hold that office. 

After the General’s retirement, President 
Bush told me: ‘‘He was the ideal Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs. He was always a soldier and 
advocate for a strong military, but his per-
sonal style, his decency and his sense of loy-
alty and honor made him great.’’ 

In recalling his relationships with the last 
four presidents, Secretary Powell notes: 
‘‘What a privilege it was for me to serve each 
of these presidents. I consider myself fortu-
nate to have been given that opportunity. 
Each one is different. Each is totally com-
mitted to our nation and what it stands for.’’ 

In 1993, upon Gen. Powell’s retirement as 
chairman, President Bill Clinton stated: ‘‘I 
have come to see firsthand why our citizens 
view Gen. Powell as a man of stature and 
statesmanship. He stands as a model to all 
who believe that merit, hard work and integ-
rity are the real foundation of achievement. 
America is in particular debt to Colin Pow-
ell. He has served our nation brilliantly.’’ 

That year, the Board of Trustees of The 
Ronald Reagan Presidential Foundation se-
lected Colin Powell as the recipient of the 
1993 Ronald Reagan Freedom Award for his 
‘‘commitment to safeguard the freedoms and 
liberties of our nation and advance the spirit 
of these ideals worldwide.’’ 

General Powell was presented the award by 
President Reagan at his Presidential Library 
and Center For Public Affairs in Simi Val-
ley, California on November 9, 1993. In an 
interview soon after, President Reagan de-
scribed Colin Powell as a man of the highest 
integrity, intelligence and skills. 

‘‘I came to know him as someone I could 
rely on as a steady and wise adviser,’’ the 
former president told me. ‘‘Colin is a man of 
tremendous decency. I admire him for his 
depth of character and steady determination 
to work for what is right and good. He has 
served our country well, and earned the re-
spect of all who know him. I will always con-
sider him a dear friend.’’ 

Thomas R. Pickering, Senior Vice Presi-
dent of the Boeing Company and respected 
diplomat, who served as Ambassador to Rus-
sia, India, Israel, Jordan, El Salvador and Ni-
geria, and who, as U.S. Ambassador to the 
United Nations from 1989–92, worked with 
Gen. Powell during the Gulf War, concurs. 

‘‘No one has earned congratulations for his 
65th birthday more than Colin Powell,’’ Am-
bassador Pickering says. ‘‘He is a marvelous 
leader and is making a huge difference in 
American foreign policy from the Middle 
East to the Far East and from Russia to 
China.’’ 

Richard Perle, now chairman of the Penta-
gon’s Defense Policy Board, worked with 
Gen. Powell in the Pentagon in the 1980’s and 
came to know him well. He is, Mr. Perle 
says, a man of ‘‘immense experience and tal-
ent, much wisdom, and rare candor. He is 
also a key part of the most impressive na-
tional security team since the end of the 
Cold War.’’ 

In December, 1993, Gen. Powell was given a 
private audience with Britain’s Queen Eliza-
beth at London’s Buckingham Palace, where 
she presented him with an honorary knight-
hood. (Gen. Powell’s parents were born as 
British subjects). He was cited in recognition 
of his contribution to the Gulf War campaign 
(1991) to oust Iraqi forces from Kuwait. 

In describing his philosophy of life, Sec-
retary Powell maintains: ‘‘I strongly believe 
in living for today and preparing for tomor-
row. I tell young people that the world is be-
fore them; that the only limitation to their 
success in the U.S. is that of their own 
dreams.’’ 

As to his secret for success, he puts it this 
way: ‘‘I still haven’t found a secret for suc-
cess because there isn’t one. But I would say 
perseverance, working hard, studying hard, 
liking people and being loyal, tend to be 
traits for people who are successful. 

‘‘I have always worked extremely hard and 
been loyal to those for whom I worked, as 
well as to those who work for me. And like 
I did in school, or in the Army or in the Pen-
tagon, or here at the Department of State, I 
diligently study the subject at hand, and I 
try to be well prepared on all issues.’’ 

How does Colin Powell view race relations 
in the U.S. today? 

‘‘My sense is that there is too much intol-
erance of one another,’’ he replies. ‘‘That has 
manifested itself in many ways and places— 
in our colleges, workplaces and on the 
streets. Intolerance is destroying our com-
munities. It is unfortunate when those who 
have suffered hate and cruelty turn their bit-
terness on one another. That violates every 
sense of what America is all about. 

‘‘If one brief lifetime of perseverance could 
pull down the Iron Curtain between the East 
and West, then our perseverance in America 
can bring down the iron curtain of hate that, 
in too many places, separates Americans 
from each other.’’ 

Like most cabinet officers, Secretary Pow-
ell has his critics, but he shrugs them off, 
with a grin. ‘‘I don’t find it necessary to try 
to seek relief from critics,’’ he asserts. ‘‘I 
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have accomplished a public record of which I 
am proud.’’ 

Colin Powell is able to use any of several 
titles. Which one gives him the most satis-
faction? 

‘‘I don’t compare my positions with respect 
to which is better or most satisfying,’’ he 
muses. ‘‘I care that I do each job well, 
whether it is that of battalion commander or 
Secretary of State.’’ 

So which title does he now prefer? 
‘‘I still prefer General, but am now used to 

Secretary. In fact, this was a subject of con-
siderable discussion when I first arrived here 
at State. Word went out that I wanted to be 
called General. Not so. Call me anything. I 
like all my titles, from Lieutenant to Sec-
retary. Secretary seems to have won out and 
that is appropriate. On the phone, I say, 
‘Hello, Secretary Powell here.’ ’’ 

Prior to his secretaryship, Colin Powell 
was chairman of America’s Promise—The Al-
liance for Youth, a national non-profit orga-
nization dedicated to mobilizing people from 
every sector of American life to build the 
character and competence of young people. 

He also wrote his best-selling autobiog-
raphy, ‘‘My American Journey’’, published 
seven years ago. 

Bill Smullen also recalls that, often, dur-
ing the past twelve years that he has worked 
for Colin Powell, he (Smullen) was asked 
whether the real Colin Powell is at all like 
the Colin Powell the public sees. 

‘‘My answer is always the same—Colin 
Powell is the real article. For all the right 
reasons, he has become someone the Amer-
ican people have come to know and trust. 
Now, as the President’s chief foreign policy 
adviser, his exposure to foreign diplomats 
and publics around the world has expanded 
his popularity and respectability ratings.’’ 

In a l993 interview, then-General Powell 
told me about the obstacles he confronted in 
his climb to become the first African Amer-
ican to reach the top in the military. 

‘‘The military is a very demanding profes-
sion,’’ he recalled. ‘‘I was examined and 
screened at every level and in a thousand dif-
ferent ways over a period of 35 years. There 
was a process of reducing obstacles as I went 
through that. I might have had some earlier 
obstacles coming out of the inner city and 
being a product of a public school system. 

‘‘But it turned out that the school system 
in New York City was pretty good. Any dis-
advantages I had as a young person or be-
cause of my background, I overcame by my 
motivation to succeed.’’ 

And he succeeded in becoming the first Af-
rican American Secretary of State. 

Colin Powell has long had a vision of the 
U.S. and its role in the world. ‘‘I’m not em-
barrassed to call America a superpower be-
cause our power is one that underwrites 
peace in the world,’’ he also told me in that 
interview—almost nine years ago. 

‘‘When we have to go somewhere to use our 
power we don’t go to stay. We don’t go to 
rule populations. We don’t go to exploit any-
one. We go to help and we come home when 
we are done. Even after WW II, the only land 
we claimed from anyone was the land we 
needed to bury our honored dead . Because of 
who we are, we have an obligation to be a 
strong leader in the world.’’ 

How does Colin Powell want to be remem-
bered? 

‘‘I hope to be remembered as one who 
served his country faithfully and loyally,’’ 
he told me. ‘‘Also, I’d like to be remembered 
as one who raised a nice family and devoted 
much time to making a difference in other 
people’s lives.’’ 

And, if he were granted three wishes for his 
65th birthday, what would they be? 

‘‘On a personal level, I’ve had a good life 
with every wish fulfilled I could imagine,’’ 

he concludes. ‘‘I also have had a satisfying 
career. But if it were possible to have three 
wishes fulfilled in my lifetime, I would hope 
for real peace throughout the world; for pros-
perity for all Americans; and that we could 
reconcile all the differences that exist 
among people in our country, differences 
which keep us from achieving the dreams of 
our forefathers.’’ 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNIZING BRAIN TUMOR WEEK 

∑ Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize May 5–11, 2002 as 
Brain Tumor Action Week. In addition, 
I ask to include in the RECORD a truly 
inspirational account written by a 
young, Wharton MBA student. 

The material follows: 
MY JOURNEY WITH A BRAIN TUMOR 

(By Adrienne McMillan Burns) 

A recent Wall Street Journal article high-
lighted the fact that a brush with death can 
temporarily change our perspective on life 
for the better. Experiencing more than a 
brush—an extended fight against a poten-
tially fatal disease—has served to sustain 
such a view for me. I believe these experi-
ences, both brushes and extended fights with 
death, can ultimately be used to benefit 
many people. And I believe that those of us 
with these experiences serve our fellow hu-
mans well by sharing our stories. 

Three years ago, after giving birth to my 
first child, I had a grand mal seizure. I 
awoke the next day in an ICU, and ulti-
mately I was diagnosed with a brain tumor. 
The diagnosis was good as far as brain tu-
mors go, but it was still a brain tumor, and 
the overall effect was a fast and harsh real-
ization of my own mortality. I was 33 years 
old. 

Life changed for me. As you might expect, 
I became interested in brain structure and 
function, and specifically in my own diag-
nosis and treatment. But life also changed 
for me in a more unexpected way. After liv-
ing a life focused, to a great degree, on my 
own career goals and personal pleasure, I 
came to a different point of reference. I 
began to more fully appreciate that we have 
responsibilities in our journey on earth, not 
the least of which is the one to our fellow 
humans. I came to believe that the responsi-
bility is simply to help one another—from 
the heart—in whatever way we can do it. 

I changed my definition of success. Ralph 
Waldo Emerson once said, ‘‘To know even 
one life has breathed easier because you have 
lived, that is to have succeeded.’’ I imme-
diately needed to know that not one, but 
many lives breathed easier because of me. As 
I lay down for my surgeon to cut my head 
open, it became amazingly clear what really 
mattered to me. It mattered how I treated 
people—how I developed and conducted my-
self in relationships, especially my relation-
ship with my maker. It mattered how proud 
I could be of the way I conducted my life, 
something no person in the world but me 
could know. My personal integrity, my ad-
herence to my core beliefs, mattered. That’s 
it. Nothing else. 

I survived brain surgery and recovered, and 
I desperately wanted to share my good for-
tune. I wanted to make someone ‘‘breathe 
easier.’’ My husband and I left established 
careers in Washington, DC (mine in the en-
ergy industry), and I returned to school to 
pursue an MBA focused on healthcare man-
agement. I was determined to use my experi-
ence to influence what I believed to be the 

most significant way to help others: improv-
ing the patient’s experience in health care 
delivery. Personally, I experienced excep-
tional technical care, but I also experienced 
tender, compassionate care. It mattered 
greatly to me that a nurse who handed me 
medications in the middle of the night 
smiled as she did so. Her tender smile as-
sured me, as I lay in great vulnerability, 
that the people to whom I entrusted my life 
cared abut my life. There were other smiles 
in the hospital, and they had the same effect 
of me. In retrospect, I’ll never know if the 
smiles really indicated such a care. People 
could have been smiling for any number of 
reasons. But, I believed it was care, and that 
made a difference to me. There was an over-
all feeling of compassion in the hospital, and 
I know it had as much to do with my healing 
as did the expert hands of my surgeon. 

My plans focused on systemic change. 
While not attributing health outcomes solely 
to smiles (!), I wanted to foster compas-
sionate health care delivery. I wanted to pro-
vide hospital environments that allowed doc-
tors, nurses and every other employee to de-
liver compassionate care along with the very 
important technical care. I believed that 
basic respect and appreciation of all employ-
ees was at the heart of inducing the much- 
appreciated smile and compassionate care. 

With a newly found passion, I set an ambi-
tious goal. I believed systemic change could 
primarily be effected from the top of an or-
ganization, therefore, that’s where I wanted 
to be. I envisioned personally catalyzing 
movement to a higher health service stand-
ard by which every patient in the world 
eventually would be treated! 

Two years later I had a recurrence of the 
tumor. Again, my surgeon expertly brought 
me through surgery, and this time I received 
radiation therapy in hopes of being done 
with the patient side of the health care 
world! Other than the affront to my vanity 
from lost hair, brain radiation wasn’t all 
that bad, and getting to know other patients 
in the waiting room was a blessing. 

In the interim two years, I’ve worked to-
wards my goal. I completed half of the MBA, 
and I worked at a major academic medicine 
center. What I learned most during that time 
is that there are a lot of compassionate, 
smart people out there working to make pa-
tients breathe easier. I learned that we are a 
fortunate people to have so much effort di-
rected at the goal of improving the lives of 
others. 

I’ll finish school this year and God willing, 
I’ll work to effect smiles of compassion in 
health care delivery. But the recurrence gave 
me another, perhaps more important, in-
sight. Not only can I improve lives through 
systemic efforts in health care delivery, but 
I also can improve the lives, in small ways, 
of the people with whom I come into contact 
each day. I can look people in the eye and 
smile. I can give people the respect we each 
deserve. I can seek out the good in all people; 
if I’m looking for the good, perhaps it’s what 
I’ll see, and it will probably influence my re-
lationship with that person. That person 
probably needs to experience a relationship 
based on that view of him or herself. M.K. 
Gandhi once said, ‘‘Be the change you want 
to see in the world.’’ I can do that, and I can 
do it now. That is significant. 

In my experience, appreciation of mor-
tality becomes a filter through which every-
thing is forevermore received. This apprecia-
tion brought an amazing shift in my percep-
tion, and it’s made the world seem an ever 
better place to me. I look for and I find more 
serenity, compassion, and integrity in the 
world. I find things more beautiful, and I 
find more beautiful things. I looked up—to 
God—and I remembered that He is my com-
passionate and tender caregiver. After expe-
riencing acute depression, He (and a very 
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good psychiatrist!) led me to rediscover pure, 
unaltered joy—the kind my three year old 
seems to feel when I allow him to choose any 
one thing he wants in the bakery near our 
home. 

So, that tumor, as unwanted as it was, 
changed my life for the better—forever. It’s 
been said that it’s easy to forget a lesson 
from a brush with death, and I do catch my-
self taking life for granted on occasion. Yet, 
there’s an underlying permanence to the 
shift in perception that cannot be reversed 
for me. I’ve talked with other patients— 
brain tumor and otherwise—who’ve said the 
same thing. It amazes me. It takes some-
thing terribly frightening to make us appre-
ciate all the fortunes we have. 

I’ll close by going back to my thoughts on 
responsibility. It seems that many of my 
friends are searching—soul-searching or oth-
erwise—and it seems that others are too. I 
want to do my small part to help someone in 
their search, or to make them breathe easi-
er. Perhaps we all can help. Perhaps those of 
us who have had the occasion to contemplate 
mortality, at any level, can perpetuate the 
important lessons we each learn from the ex-
perience. We can tell our stories, thereby re-
minding ourselves and informing others of 
what we’ve found when everything but the 
basics of life are stripped away. By telling 
our stories, maybe we help each other to 
help each other. Maybe then we all breath a 
little easier. What a success!!∑ 

f 

SPECIAL AGENT TIMOTHY 
LATTERNER 

∑ Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I want 
to bring to your attention a true Amer-
ican hero, FBI Special Agent Timothy 
Latterner. 

Almost one year ago to the day, Spe-
cial Agent Latterner confronted an 
armed suspect in the lobby of a busy 
Manhattan hotel. But putting his life 
on the line was nothing new to Tim. 
After all, he was a decorated army vet-
eran who bravely served as an enlisted 
infantryman and officer in the 82nd 
Airborne. 

However, during the early morning 
hours of May 11, Special Agent 
Latterner came face to face with a vio-
lent felon and one of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation’s Most Wanted. 
Following a lead, Latterner and his 
colleagues entered the hotel lobby tak-
ing by surprise a man wanted for sex-
ual assault, kidnaping, armed robbery, 
and murder. With shouts of ‘‘he’s got a 
gun’’ echoing throughout the lobby, be-
wildered hotel guests sought cover 
while Special Agent Latterner strug-
gled with the suspect, who had drawn 
his weapon. Due to Special Agent 
Latterner’s instinctive and heroic ac-
tions, the fugitive was subdued without 
injury to innocent civilians or law en-
forcement officers. Indeed, Special 
Agent Latterner’s lightening quick re-
flexes saved the lives of his partners, 
hotel guests and staff. 

One year later, Special Agent 
Latterner continues to be a role model, 
dedicated to his family, community, 
country, and the Bureau. On another 
fateful day, September 11, Tim pro-
vided invaluable assistance to the vic-
tims of the attack on the World Trade 
Center, again disregarding his own 
safety to help others. 

Today, this honored eight-year vet-
eran of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation focuses his indefatigable ef-
forts on a different type of criminal— 
terrorists who threaten our very way of 
life. 

I am proud that such a man is one of 
my constituents, residing in the bu-
colic Borough of Allendale. His devo-
tion to duty and professionalism will 
long be remembered and appreciated. I 
am pleased that I had the opportunity 
to bring him to your attention.∑ 

f 

BRIGADIER GENERAL WILLIAM E. 
ALBERTSON RETIRES 

∑ Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, today it is my honor to share 
with my colleagues the life and 
achievements of Brigadier General Wil-
liam E. Albertson, a man who has 
served his country honorably and en-
thusiastically. 

Brigadier General Albertson is a dis-
tinguished graduate of the United 
States Army’s Engineer Officer Can-
didate School. Over his thirty-four 
year career, Brigadier General Albert-
son has served as an individual mobili-
zation augmentee in the U.S. Army Re-
serve, Office of the U.S. Army Assist-
ant Chief of Staff Intelligence, the Pen-
tagon, and the Air Force Reserve. 

For five years, Brigadier General Al-
bertson served as the mobilization as-
sistant to the director of intelligence 
at Offutt Air Force Base, the United 
States Strategic Command Head-
quarters in Bellevue, NE. He currently 
serves as the mobilization assistant to 
the director of the Defense Intelligence 
Agency in Washington, DC. 

His awards and decorations include 
the Aerial Achievement Medal, Joint 
Meritorious Unit Award, Air Force 
Outstanding Unit Award with two oak 
leaf clusters, Air Force Organizational 
Excellence Award with two oak leaf 
clusters and numerous service medals. 

He is a Certified Public Accountant 
and Certified Cost Analyst, as well as a 
member of the Air Force Association, 
American Society of Military Comp-
trollers, American Institute of Cer-
tified Public Accountants, Air War Col-
lege Alumni Association and Univer-
sity of Missouri Alumni Association. 

Brigadier General William E. Albert-
son has honored us with his dedication 
and on May 17, 2002, the day of his re-
tirement, it is my honor to recognize 
him for his 34 years of service to our 
country.∑ 

f 

SEATTLE SLEW: TRIBUTE TO A 
TRUE CHAMPION 

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I 
proudly rise today among my col-
leagues to pay tribute to one of the 
greatest thoroughbreds that horse rac-
ing has ever known: Seattle Slew. Yes-
terday morning, 25 years to the day 
after his victory in the 1977 Kentucky 
Derby, Seattle Slew died peacefully in 
his sleep in his stall at the Hill ’n Dale 
Farm near Lexington, KY. He was the 

last living winner of the Triple Crown 
and truly a great champion. 

On July 19, 1975, Dr. James Hill, a 
New York veterinarian, and his wife 
helped Karen and Mickey Taylor pick 
out a yearling at the Fasig-Tipton’s 
sale. The horse they bought that day 
for a mere $17,500, a near-black beauty, 
was the ideal confluence of strength, 
grace, and class. In the 1940s, the 
American thoroughbred industry began 
importing European stallions in a con-
centrated effort to produce the great-
est species of thoroughbreds in the 
world. One such stallion, Nasrullah, 
had begotten Bold Ruler and this gene-
alogical line led to an amazing eight 
Kentucky Derby Winners in the 1970s, 
including Seattle Slew. 

During the 1970s, the sport of horse 
racing was at its ultimate peak. There 
were great speed horses such as Mr. 
Prospector, Danzig and Ruffian. And 
how can anyone forget such classic 
winners as Secretariat, Affirmed, 
Alydar and Spectacular Bid? Although 
these horses were great champions in 
their own right, none were able to com-
bine amazing raw speed with distance- 
running capability like Seattle Slew. 
As owner Mickey Taylor stated, ‘‘He 
was the most complete thoroughbred 
the industry has seen.’’ 

From the very beginning of his rac-
ing career, Seattle Slew was destined 
for greatness. He won his first three 
starts as a 2 year-old, including the 
prestigious Champagne Stakes, which 
he won by nearly 10 lengths, running a 
mile in an astounding 1 minute 342⁄5 
seconds and smashing the record set in 
1942 by the great Count Fleet. After 
these three victories, he was named 
champion 2 year-old colt. In 1977, Se-
attle Slew became one of only 11 horses 
in history to win the coveted and elu-
sive Triple Crown. On May 7 after 
breaking slowly from the gate and 
swerving to the outside, Slew won the 
Kentucky Derby in a heated and in-
tense battle with For the Moment by 
just 13⁄4 lengths. Two weeks later, he 
won the Preakness by an impressive 11⁄2 
lengths with the second fastest time, 
1:542⁄5, ever in that race. In June of ’77, 
he captured the Triple Crown with a 4- 
length win at the Belmont Stakes and 
become the first horse to win the illus-
trious Triple Crown while still 
undefeated. As a 4-year-old, Seattle 
Slew continued to build on his reputa-
tion for greatness. In two epic battles 
of Triple Crown winners, Seattle Slew 
outsped Affirmed at the Marlboro Cup 
and easily defeated him in a race at 
Belmont Park. In 1979, Seattle Slew re-
tired to stud at Spendthrift Farm hav-
ing won 14 of his 17 career races. Al-
though his racing career was now over, 
Seattle Slew’s impact on the industry 
was just beginning. Overall, Seattle 
Slew sired 102 stakes winners including 
the great horses Swale and A.P. Indy. 
As of last year, there were 1.066 Slew 
foals around the world. In 1984 when 
Swale won the Kentucky Derby for 
Clairborne Farm, Slew became the first 
Kentucky Derby winner in more than 
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20 years to sire a Derby winner. In 1985 
after 7 years at Spendthrift Farm, Se-
attle Slew was moved to Three Chim-
neys Farm in Woodford County. After 
surgeries in April of 2000 and March of 
2002, Slew was moved to Hill ’n Dale 
Farm in April of 2002. At the age of 28, 
with his loving owners by his side, Se-
attle Slew passed away. 

I ask that my fellow colleagues join 
me in honoring Seattle Slew. He was a 
great champion. The racing industry 
has lost one of its ultimate treasures.∑ 

f 

HONORING KENTUCKY’S TOP 
YOUTH VOLUNTEERS 

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I 
would like to congratulate and honor 
two young Kentucky students who 
have achieved national recognition for 
exemplary volunteer service in their 
communities. Elizabeth Scoville of 
East Bernstadt and David Tao of 
Bardstown have been named State 
Honorees in The 2002 Prudential Spirit 
of Community Awards program, an an-
nual honor conferred on only one high 
school student and one middle-level 
student in each State, the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rico. 

Elizabeth Scoville, a junior at North 
Laurel High School, is being recognized 
for her entrepreneurial spirit and com-
mitment to community. She started a 
computer collection project that pro-
vided refurbished personal computers 
to 26 low-income students in the Appa-
lachian region of eastern Kentucky. 
Elizabeth asked businesses that were 
upgrading their computer systems to 
donate their old hardware to needy 
children. She cleaned and repaired 
every donated machine, and then 
worked with teachers and counselors at 
her school to select students to receive 
them, based on need and effort in 
school. Elizabeth also trained each re-
cipient in basic computer skills. 

David Tao, a seventh-grader at 
Bardstown Middle School, designed and 
created a candle and broom-making ex-
hibit for a log cabin in the Old 
Bardstown Village and Civil War. When 
David found out that the village needed 
a new display for pieces of donated 
Shaker broom-making tools, he saw a 
unique opportunity to contribute to 
Bardstown’s historical preservation. He 
researched the history of brooms and 
candles, then traveled across the Com-
monwealth to learn Shaker broom- 
making techniques. After the indi-
vidual components were finished, David 
and his mother set up the display, 
which is now a permanent part of the 
Old Bardstown Village exhibits. 

It is vital that we encourage and 
fully support the kind of selfless con-
tributions these young people have 
made. People of all ages need to think 
more about how we, as individual citi-
zens, can work together at the local 
level to ensure the health and vitality 
of our towns and neighborhoods. Young 
volunteers like Elizabeth and David are 
inspiring examples to all of us, and are 
among our brightest hopes for a better 
tomorrow. 

The program that brought these 
young role models to our attention, 
The Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards, was created by Prudential Fi-
nancial in partnership with the Na-
tional Association of Secondary Prin-
cipals in 1995 to impress upon all youth 
volunteers that their contributions are 
critically important and highly valued, 
and to inspire other young people to 
follow their example. Over the past 7 
years, the program has become the na-
tion’s largest youth recognition effort 
based solely on community service, 
with nearly 125,000 youngsters partici-
pating since its inception. 

Elizabeth and David should be ex-
tremely proud to have been singled out 
from such a large group of dedicated 
volunteers. As part of their recogni-
tion, they visited Washington on May 5 
for several days of special events, in-
cluding a Congressional breakfast re-
ception on Capitol Hill. While here in 
Washington, 10 will be named Amer-
ica’s top youth volunteers of the year 
by a distinguished national selection 
committee. 

I heartily applaud Elizabeth and 
David for their initiative in seeking to 
make their communities better places 
to live, and for the positive impact 
they have had on the lives of others. I 
also would like to salute other young 
people in the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky who were Distinguished Final-
ists by The Prudential Spirit of Com-
munity Awards for their outstanding 
volunteer services. They are: Robert 
Campos of Lexington, Daniel Knausz of 
Neon, Lydia Kullman of Owensboro, 
and Kathryn Reynolds of Louisville. 

All of these young people have dem-
onstrated a level of commitment and 
accomplishment that is truly extraor-
dinary in today’s world, and deserve 
our sincere admiration and respect. 
Their actions show that young Ameri-
cans can, and, do play important roles 
in their communities, and that Amer-
ica’s community spirit continues to 
hold tremendous promise for the fu-
ture.∑ 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE JOHN-
SON CENTRAL ACADEMIC EA-
GLES 

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the Johnson Central 
High School Academic Eagles for win-
ning the prestigious and coveted Derby 
Festival Academic Challenge. The 14th 
Annual LG&E Energy Foundation 
Derby Festival Academic Challenge is 
a quick recall tournament which began 
in 1989 with just 16 middle schools from 
Jefferson County. Over the years, the 
tournament has grown to include both 
middle and high school quick recall 
teams from around the Commonwealth. 
In this year’s competition, 105 middle 
and high school teams throughout Ken-
tucky competed in each of the two di-
visions for 3 days for the $1,000 prize 
and the right to be named the Derby 
Festival champion. 

Led by coaches Brenda Porter and 
Freda Spencer, the Johnson Central 

team dominated the competition from 
the onset and proved to everyone in-
volved that they are the best-of-the- 
best. Josh Daniel, the captain of the 
Academic Eagles, deserves special rec-
ognition for placing an impressive sec-
ond in the Catherine Burmleve Indi-
vidual Achievement Award competi-
tion for performance on individual as-
sessment exams. By capturing the 
Derby Festival Academic Challenge 
crown, the Eagles were presented with 
a crystal trophy, $1,000 prize, medals, 
commemorative Kentucky Derby Pins, 
and Derby Festival Academic Chal-
lenge Championship jackets. Further-
more, the team participated in the 
128th annual Kentucky Derby Pegasus 
Parade as Kentucky’s premier aca-
demic team. 

I once again congratulate the mem-
bers of the Johnson Central High 
School Academic team on their amaz-
ing accomplishment. They proved that 
teamwork, hard work, and dedication 
lead to success. I thank them for their 
commitment to education and urge 
them to continue to reach for the 
stars.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
and a treaty which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 11:41, a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amendment: 

S. 378. An act to redesignate the Federal 
building located at 3348 South Kedzie Ave-
nue, in Chicago, Illinois, as the ‘‘Paul Simon 
Chicago Job Corps Center’’. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 2818. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to convey certain pub-
lic land within the Sand Mountain Wilder-
ness Study Area in the State of Idaho to re-
solve an occupancy encroachment dating 
back to 1971. 

H.R. 2911. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 5100 Paint Branch Park-
way in College Park, Maryland, as the ‘‘Har-
vey W. Wiley Federal Building.’’ 

H.R. 3908. An act to reauthorize the North 
American Wetlands Conservation Act, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 3954. An act to designate certain wa-
terways in the Caribbean National Forest in 
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the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as compo-
nents of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4006. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 100 Federal 
Plaza in Central Islip, New York, as the 
‘‘Alfonse M. D’Amato United States Court-
house.’’ 

H.R. 4028. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 600 West Cap-
itol Avenue in Little Rock, Arkansas, as the 
‘‘Richard S. Arnold United States Court-
house.’’ 

H.R. 4486. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1590 East Joyce Boulevard in Fayetteville, 
Arkansas, as the ‘‘Clarence B. Craft Post Of-
fice Building.’’ 

H.R. 4560. An act to eliminate the dead-
lines for spectrum auctions of spectrum pre-
viously allocated to television broadcasting. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 271. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that pub-
lic awareness and education about the im-
portance of health care coverage is of the ut-
most priority and that a National Impor-
tance of Health Care Coverage Month should 
be established to promote these goals. 

At 1:25 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the following concurrent resolution, 
without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 106. Concurrent resolution to 
correct the enrollment of H.R. 3525. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 3525) to en-
hance border security of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 2:15 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 2305. An act to authorize certain Fed-
eral officials with responsibility for the ad-
ministration of the criminal justice system 
of the District of Columbia to serve on and 
participate in the activities of the District of 
Columbia Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3525. An act to enhance border secu-
rity of the United States, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2048. An act to require a report on the 
operations of the State Justice Institute. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2818. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to convey certain pub-
lic land within the Sand Mountain Wilder-
ness Study Area in the State of Idaho to re-
solve an occupancy encroachment dating 
back to 1971; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 2911. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 5100 Paint Branch Park-
way in College Park, Maryland, as the ‘‘Har-

vey W. Wiley Federal Building’’; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

H.R. 3908. An act to reauthorize the North 
American Wetlands Conservation Act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

H.R. 3954. An act to designate certain wa-
terways in the Caribbean National Forest in 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as compo-
nents of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 4006. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 100 Federal 
Plaza in Central Islip, New York, as the 
‘‘Alfonse M. D’Amato United States Court-
house’’; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 271. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that pub-
lic awareness and education about the im-
portance of health care coverage is of the ut-
most priority and that a National Impor-
tance of Heath Care Coverage Month should 
be established to promote these goals; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 2485. A bill entitled the ‘‘Andean Trade 
Promotion and Drug Eradication Act.’’ 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–6752. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Florida East Coast Rail-
road Bridge, St. Johns River, Jacksonville, 
Florida’’ ((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0037)) received 
on May 2, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6753. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations: Long Island, New York 
Inland Waterway from East Rockaway Inlet 
to Shinnecock Canal, NY’’ ((RIN2115– 
AE47)(2002–0038)) received on May 2, 2002; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6754. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations: New Rochelle Harbor, 
NY’’ ((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0043)) received on 
May 2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6755. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Great Egg Harbor Bay, 
New Jersey’’ ((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0042)) re-
ceived on May 2, 2002; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6756. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Pascagoula River, Mis-
sissippi’’ ((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0041)) received 
on May 2, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6757. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; California and Ari-
zona Border on the Colorado River’’ 
((RIN2115–AA97)(2002–0066)) received on May 
2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6758. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations: Oahu, Maui, Ha-
waii, and Kauai, HI’’ ((RIN2115–AA97)(2002– 
0065)) received on May 2, 2002; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6759. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Hatchett Creek (US 41), 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Venice, Sara-
sota County, FL’’ ((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0040)) 
received on May 2, 2002; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6760. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Bayou Boeuf, Louisiana’’ 
((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0045)) received on May 
2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6761. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Newtown Creek, NY’’ 
((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0046)) received on May 
2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6762. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Force River, ME’’ 
((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0044)) received on May 
2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6763. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; Long Island Sound, 
Thames River, Great South Bay, Shinnecock 
Bay, Connecticut River and the Atlantic 
Ocean Seventeen Annual Firework Displays’’ 
((RIN2115–AA97)(2002–0068)) received on May 
2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6764. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Mississippi River, Iowa 
and Illinois’’ ((RIN2115–AE47)(2002–0039)) re-
ceived on May 2, 2002; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6765. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
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United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety of 
Uninspected Passenger Vessels Under the 
Passenger Vessel Safety Act of 1993’’ 
((RIN2115–AF69)(2002–0001)) received on May 
2, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6766. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–333, ‘‘International House of 
Prayer for All People Equitable Real Prop-
erty Tax Relief Act of 2002’’; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6767. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–332, ‘‘Civil Rights Tax Fair-
ness Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–6768. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–335, ‘‘Simplified Sales and Use 
Tax Participation Act of 2002’’; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6769. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–334, ‘‘Health Care and Commu-
nity Residence Facility, Hospice and Home 
Care Licensure Penalties Amendment Act of 
2002’’; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC–6770. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–337, ‘‘Metropolitan Police De-
partment Video Surveillance Regulations 
Temporary Act of 2002’’; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6771. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–336, ‘‘Compensating Use Tax 
Clarification Act of 2002’’; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6772. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–340, ‘‘Comcast Cable Fran-
chise Extension Temporary Act of 2002’’; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6773. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–339, ‘‘Owner-Occupant Resi-
dential Tax Credit Temporary Act of 2002’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6774. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–352, ‘‘HomeStart Regulatory 
Improvement Amendment Act of 2002’’; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6775. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–353, ‘‘Tax Parity Rates and 
Unincorporated Business Franchise Tax Rate 
Clarification Temporary Act of 2002’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6776. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–354, ‘‘Child and Youth, Safety 
and Health Omnibus Temporary Amendment 
Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6777. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–323, ‘‘District of Columbia 
Youth Advisory Council Establishment Act 
of 2002’’; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC–6778. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-

bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–324, ‘‘Florida Avenue Baptist 
Church Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6779. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–325, ‘‘Homestead and Senior 
Citizen Real Property Tax Act of 2002’’; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6780. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–326, ‘‘Organ and Bone Marrow 
Donor Leave Amendment Act of 2002’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6781. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–327, ‘‘Continuation of Health 
Coverage Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6782. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–328, ‘‘Securities Amendment 
Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6783. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–329, ‘‘Kings Court Community 
Garden Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6784. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–330, ‘‘Standby Guardianship 
Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6785. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 14–331, ‘‘Insurance Economic De-
velopment Amendment Act of 2002’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6786. A communication from the Chair-
man of the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Performance Report for Fiscal Year 2001; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6787. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; State of 
Montana; Great Falls Carbon Monoxide Re-
designation of Attainment and Designation 
of Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes’’ 
(FRL7208–8) received on May 3, 2002; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–6788. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans South Carolina: Approval of 
Miscellaneous Revisions to the South Caro-
lina State Implementation Plan’’ (FRL7207– 
2) received on May 3, 2002; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–6789. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; Georgia; 1-Hour Ozone At-
tainment Demonstration, Motor Vehicle 
Emissions Budgets, Reasonably Available 
Control Measures, Contingency Measures 
and Attainment Date Extension’’ (FRL7206– 
2) received on May 3, 2002; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–6790. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of State 
Air Quality Plans for Designated Facilities 
and Pollutants; Pennsylvania; Control of 
Emissions from Existing Hospital/Medical/ 
Infectious Waste Incinerators’’ (FRL7205–6) 
received on May 3, 2002; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–6791. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Award of Grants and Cooperative 
Agreement for the Special Projects and Pro-
grams Authorized by the Agency’s FY 2002 
Appropriations Act’’ received on May 3, 2002; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–6792. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Interim Final Determination that 
State has Corrected a Deficiency in the Cali-
fornia State Implementation Plan, San Joa-
quin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control 
District’’ (FRL7171–5) received on May 3, 
2002; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–6793. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Effluent Limitations Guidelines, 
Pretreatment Standards, and New Source 
Performance Standards for the Iron and 
Steel Manufacturing Point Source Category’’ 
(FRL7206–7) received on May 3, 2002; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–6794. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Ocean Dumping; Site Modification’’ 
(FRL7207–5) received on May 3, 2002; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–6795. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘OMB Approvals Under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act; Technical Amendment’’ 
(FRL7173–6) received on May 3, 2002; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–6796. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Revisions to the California State Im-
plementation Plan, San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District’’ (FRL7171–3) re-
ceived on May 3, 2002; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–6797. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Revisions to the Definitions and the 
Continuous Emission Monitoring Provisions 
of the Acid Rain Program and the NOx Budg-
et Trading Program’’ (FRL7207–4) received 
on May 3, 2002; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–6798. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Utah: Final Authorization of State 
Hazardous Waste Management Program Re-
vision’’ (FRL7205–9) received on May 3, 2002; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–6799. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, a report entitled ‘‘Response to John G. 
Palfrey, Analine, Requesting Opinion About 
Compliance of ‘‘Partial—E’’ Process for Fed-
eral Hazardous Waste Manifests″; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–6800. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, a letter to Ms. Karen Logistics Man-
ager, Criterion Catalysts and Technologies; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Ms. CANTWELL: 
S. 2471. A bill to provide for the inde-

pendent investigation of Federal wildland 
firefighter fatalities; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. CARNAHAN: 
S. 2472. A bill for the relief of Rosemary 

Bichage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. THOMAS: 

S. 2473. A bill to enhance the Recreational 
Fee Demonstration Program for the Na-
tional Park Service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
S. 2474. A bill to provide to the Federal 

land management agencies the authority and 
capability to manage effectively the Federal 
lands, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
S. 2475. A bill to amend the Central Utah 

Project Completion Act to clarify the re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior 
with respect to the Central Utah Project, to 
redirect unexpended budget authority for the 
Central Utah Project for wastewater treat-
ment and reuse and other purposes, to pro-
vide for prepayment of repayment contracts 
for municipal and industrial water delivery 
facilities, and to eliminate a deadline for 
such prepayment; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, and Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. 2476. A bill to improve antiterrorism ef-
forts, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. MURRAY: 
S. 2477. A bill to exempt from duty certain 

entries of peanuts; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon): 

S. 2478. A bill to promote enhanced non- 
proliferation cooperation between the United 
States and the Russian Federation; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 2479. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to include in the criteria 
for selecting any project for the low-income 
housing credit whether such project has 
high-speed Internet infrastructure; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. CLELAND, Mr. MCCONNELL, and 
Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. 2480. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to exempt qualified current and 
former law enforcement officers from state 
laws prohibiting the carrying of concealed 

handguns; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 2481. A bill to amend the Communica-

tions Act and the Miscellaneous Appropria-
tions Act, 200, to require auction of 700 
megahertz spectrum in compliance with ex-
isting statutory deadlines and to give the 
Federal Communications Commission discre-
tion to set the auction date for all other 
spectrum auctions in the future; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. WYDEN: 
S. 2482. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 

Interior to grant to Deschutes and Crook 
Counties in the State of Oregon a right-of- 
way to West Butte Road; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself, Mr. 
KERRY, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. 
CARNAHAN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, and Mr. JOHNSON): 

S. 2483. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Act to direct the Administrator of the Small 
Business Administration to establish a pilot 
program to provide regulatory compliance 
assistance to small business concerns, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2484. A bill to amend part A of title IV 
of the Social Security Act to reauthorize and 
improve the operation of temporary assist-
ance to needy families programs operated by 
Indian tribes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
GRAMM, and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 2485. A bill entitled the ‘‘Andean Trade 
Promotion and Drug Eradication Act.’’; read 
the first time. 

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. MILLER, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mrs. CARNAHAN, and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 2486. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to limit the deduction for 
advertising of FDA approved prescription 
drugs by the manufacturer of such drugs to 
the level of such manufacturer’s research 
and development expenditures, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. VOINOVICH, 
and Mr. BIDEN): 

S. Res. 263. A resolution congratulating the 
Republic of Croatia on the 10th anniversary 
of its recognition by the United States; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
BOND): 

S. Res. 264. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that small business par-
ticipation is vital to the defense of our Na-
tion, and that Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments should aggressively seek out and 
purchase innovative technologies and serv-
ices from American small businesses to help 
in homeland defense and the fight against 
terrorism; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship. 

By Mrs. CLINTON: 
S. Res. 265. A resolution recognizing the 

Ellis Island Medal of Honor and commending 
the National Ethnic Coalition of Organiza-
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 88 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. CARNAHAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 88, a bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
an incentive to ensure that all Ameri-
cans gain timely and equitable access 
to the Internet over current and future 
generations of broadband capability. 

S. 212 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
212, a bill to amend the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act to revise and 
extend such Act. 

S. 214 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
214, a bill to elevate the position of Di-
rector of the Indian Health Service 
within the Department of Health and 
Human Services to Assistant Secretary 
for Indian Health, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 326 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 326, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to eliminate 
the 15 percent reduction in payment 
rates under the prospective payment 
system for home health services and to 
permanently increase payments for 
such services that are furnished in 
rural areas. 

S. 871 
At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
871, a bill to amend chapter 83 of title 
5, United States Code, to provide for 
the computation of annuities for air 
traffic controllers in a similar manner 
as the computation of annuities for law 
enforcement officers and firefighters. 

S. 885 
At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 

the name of the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 885, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to provide for national standardized 
payment amounts for inpatient hos-
pital services furnished under the 
medicare program. 

S. 999 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. NICKLES) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 999, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to provide for a 
Korea Defense Service Medal to be 
issued to members of the Armed Forces 
who participated in operations in 
Korea after the end of the Korean War. 

S. 1193 
At the request of Mr. BAYH, the name 

of the Senator from Missouri (Mrs. 
CARNAHAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1193, a bill to provide for the certain 
of private-sector-led Community Work-
force Partnerships, and for other pur-
poses. 
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S. 1248 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. CARNAHAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1248, a bill to establish a 
National Housing Trust Fund in the 
Treasury of the United States to pro-
vide for the development of decent, 
safe, and affordable, housing for low-in-
come families, and for other purposes. 

S. 1258 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE) and the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. DODD) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1258, a bill to improve 
academic and social outcomes for teen-
age youth. 

S. 1350 

At the request of Mr. DAYTON, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1350, a bill to amend the title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide payment to medicare ambu-
lance suppliers of the full costs of pro-
viding such services, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1523 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1523, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to repeal the Govern-
ment pension offset and windfall elimi-
nation provisions. 

S. 1617 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
REED) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1617, a bill to amend the Workforce In-
vestment Act of 1998 to increase the 
hiring of firefighters, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1785 

At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON), and the Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1785, a 
bill to urge the President to establish 
the White House Commission on Na-
tional Military Appreciation Month, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1800 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1800, a bill to strengthen and improve 
the management of national security, 
encourage Government service in areas 
of critical national security, and to as-
sist government agencies in addressing 
deficiencies in personnel possessing 
specialized skills important to national 
security and incorporating the goals 
and strategies for recruitment and re-
tention for such skilled personnel into 
the strategic and performance manage-
ment systems of Federal agencies. 

S. 1929 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. BUNNING) was added as a co-

sponsor of S. 1929, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security to permit Ken-
tucky to operate a separate retirement 
system for certain public employees. 

S. 2025 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the name of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CLELAND) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2025, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to increase the 
rate of special pension for recipients of 
the Medal of Honor and to make that 
special pension effective from the date 
of the act for which the recipient is 
awarded the medal of Honor and to 
amend title 18, United States Code, to 
increase the criminal penalties associ-
ated with misuse or fraud relating to 
the Medal of Honor. 

S. 2051 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) and the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2051, a bill to remove a condition 
preventing authority for concurrent re-
ceipt of military retired pay and vet-
erans’ disability compensation from 
taking affect, and for other purposes. 

S. 2078 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2078, a bill to amend section 
527 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
to eliminate notification and return re-
quirements for State and local polit-
ical committees and candidate com-
mittees and avoid duplicate reporting 
by certain State and local political 
committees of information required to 
be reported and made publicly avail-
able under State law, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2184 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) and the Senator from 
Missouri (Mrs. CARNAHAN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2184, a bill to pro-
vide for the reissuance of a rule relat-
ing to ergonomics. 

S. 2194 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2194, a bill to hold accountable 
the Palestine Liberation Organization 
and the Palestinian Authority, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2199 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2199, a bill to amend 
title XIX of the Social Security Act to 
permit additional States to enter into 
long-term care partnerships under the 
Medicaid Program in order to promote 
the use of long-term care insurance. 

S. 2213 

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SHELBY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2213, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from 

gross income certain overseas pay of 
members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 

At the request of Mr. DAYTON, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2213, supra. 

S. 2232 
At the request of Mr. DAYTON, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2232, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to es-
tablish a program to provide for medi-
cate reimbursement for health care 
services provided to certain medicare- 
eligible veterans in facilities of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs. 

S. 2233 
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 

names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2233, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to establish a medicare sub-
vention demonstration project for vet-
erans. 

S. 2430 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, his name 

was added as a cosponsor of S. 2430, a 
bill to provide for parity in regulatory 
treatment of broadband services pro-
viders and of broadband access services 
providers, and for other purposes. 

S. 2465 
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2465, a bill to extend and strength-
en procedures to maintain fiscal ac-
countability and responsibility. 

S. RES. 252 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 252, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate regarding 
human rights violations in Tibet, the 
Panchen Lama, and the need for dia-
logue between the Chinese leadership 
and the Dalai Lama or his representa-
tives. 

S. RES. 253 
At the request of Mr. SMITH of Or-

egon, the names of the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), the Senator 
from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER), the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. DORGAN), 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. NELSON), 
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
CORZINE) were added as cosponsors of S. 
Res. 253, a resolution reiterating the 
sense of the Senate regarding Anti- 
Semitism and religious tolerance in 
Europe. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. CANTWELL: 
S. 2471. A bill to provide for the inde-

pendent investigation of Federal 
wildland firefighter fatalities; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 
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Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to introduce legislation that 
would direct the Inspectors General of 
the Departments of Interior and Agri-
culture to conduct independent inves-
tigations any time there is a fatality 
within the ranks of our Federal 
wildland firefighters. I believe this is a 
modest, but critical important, pro-
posal that begins to address the funda-
mental issue of accountability within 
our federal wildland firefighting agen-
cies. 

This morning the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee, on which I 
serve, held a hearing on the Depart-
ment of Interior’s and Forest Service’s 
preparations for the 2002 fire season. I 
am glad we held this hearing, because 
the importance of fire preparedness 
was driven home for many of my con-
stituents last year, when Washington 
State suffered a particularly dev-
astating fire season. 

On July 10 near a town called Win-
throp, in the midst of the worst 
drought on record in our State, the 
Thirtymile fire burned out of control. 
Four courageous young firefighters 
were killed. Their names were: Tom 
Craven, 30 years old; Karen 
FitzPatrick, 18; Jessica Johnson, 19; 
and Devin Weaver, 21. 

I believe we all must recognize the 
courage and commitment of the men 
and women who fight wildland fires, 
and the important work the Forest 
Service and Department of Interior do 
on our behalf. We know that fire-
fighting is a dangerous profession, or in 
the case of these young people, summer 
jobs that they had taken to help pay 
for college. But despite the inherent 
danger, I believe we owe it to the fire-
fighters who lost their lives, and to 
their families—to ensure that, when 
planning for this year’s fire season, our 
federal agencies have taken meaningful 
actions to avoid a reoccurance of the 
Thirtymile tragedy. 

Because in the words of the Forest 
Service’s own report on the Thirtymile 
incident, this tragedy ‘‘could have been 
prevented.’’ 

I want to again thank Chairman 
BINGAMAN, as well as Senator WYDEN 
who chairs the Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Lands and Forests, for holding an 
oversight hearing last November on the 
Thirtymile tragedy, which cemented in 
my mind the three areas in which the 
Forest Service needs to improve its 
commitment to the safety of its em-
ployees: accountability, from the fire-
fighter on the line all the way up to 
the Chief; training our firefighters to 
put safety first; and independent and 
consistent review of incidents in which 
safety rules have been broken, whether 
or not they result in fatalities. 

I believe these observations were fur-
ther reinforced by an OSHA investiga-
tion released in February that found 
the Forest Service had committed two 
serious and three willful violations of 
employee safety policy during the 
Thirtymile Fire, even stronger cita-
tions than those handed down after 

1994’s Storm King fire, in which 14 Fed-
eral firefighters died. 

One of the issues that came to our at-
tention in our oversight of the 
Thirtymile fire is that no one, not the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, not the families of the victims, 
not the public, is at all satisfied with 
how firefighter fatalities are inves-
tigated. After the Thirtymile Fire, the 
Forest Service basically investigated 
the incident itself. When concerns were 
raised that the investigation’s conclu-
sions were simply not fair to the vic-
tims, who, afterall, are no longer here 
to tell their side of the story, the For-
est Service saw fit to reopen the inves-
tigation and modify some of its conclu-
sions. 

While the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, OSHA, did con-
duct a subsequent investigation, OSHA 
simply doesn’t have binding authority 
over the Forest Service. 

I believe this entire investigatory 
process is flawed. To inject account-
ability into federal agencies’ approach 
to firefighter safety, I firmly believe 
these agencies and their chiefs must 
know that, if employees under their 
command are injured or killed in the 
line of duty, there is no question that 
there will be a thorough, independent 
and balanced investigation of the inci-
dent. This investigation will happen re-
gardless of politics and regardless of 
whether a member of Congress takes a 
particular interest in the incident. 

I understand that after-the-fact in-
vestigations do not soothe the pain of 
the families and communities involved 
in such incidents. However, my hope is 
that a proactive system of account-
ability, which includes a rational in-
vestigatory process, will help prevent 
these tragedies from occurring time 
and time again. 

As some of my colleagues may be 
aware, I added a provision to the For-
estry Title of the Senate’s farm bill, 
with the help of Senator HARKIN and 
support of Senators on the Energy 
Committee, that was very similar to 
this bill. It would have directed the In-
spector General of the Department of 
Agriculture to conduct an independent 
investigation any time a Forest Serv-
ice firefighter death occurs as a result 
of entrapment or burnover. 

Unfortunately, despite the fact a 
modified version of the forestry title 
did survive the Farm Bill conference, 
this small yet crucial provision was de-
leted. While my office worked very 
closely with Senate conferees, this pro-
vision encountered a great deal of re-
sistance from House conferees, who 
tied it to the unrelated issue of stew-
ardship contracting authority. 

On February 17, 2002, the Yakima 
Herald-Republic editorialized that this 
measure would be ‘‘a good start to 
change one of the biggest flaws in last 
summer’s investigations into the need-
less deaths of the four local fire-
fighters.’’ On May 1, 2002, after it was 
killed in conference, the paper wrote: 
‘‘In another disgusting display of poli-

tics over principle, a move to stop fed-
eral agencies from investigating them-
selves when people are killed fighting 
fires has been scuttled. Incredibly, 
there was little disagreement about the 
value of more oversight of the U.S. 
Forest service after its bungled han-
dling of both a fire and follow-up inves-
tigation of the deaths of four local fire-
fighters.’’ 

On May 2, 2002 a Seattle Times edi-
torial called the fight for independent 
investigations ‘‘. . . a cause worth 
fighting for.’’ It went on to say, ‘‘The 
changes championed by Cantwell and 
Representative Hastings are all about 
accountability and the difficulty of 
getting the Forest Service to correct 
known training deficiencies and leader-
ship problems.’’ 

During negotiations on the farm bill, 
the Department of Agriculture did not 
oppose this language and it is my sin-
cere hope that the relevant agencies 
will support the legislation that I am 
introducing today. I believe it is good 
policy, and it is ultimately in the best 
interest of both the management of 
these agencies and their employees 
who are out on the lines fighting fires. 

Moreover, congressionally mandated 
IG investigations are not unprece-
dented. Already, the Department of Ag-
riculture’s IG must conduct automatic 
investigations for the proper disclosure 
of costs associated with pesticide reg-
istration. The Department of Defense’s 
IG must conduct investigations for the 
effectiveness of voting assistance pro-
grams. HUD, and the Department of 
Commerce’s IGs have also been di-
rected to conduct investigations of this 
sort. And the list goes on. I hope we 
will soon add to this list the investiga-
tions proposed in this legislation. 

There must be an automatic, inde-
pendent investigation of any fire-re-
lated fatality. The families who have 
lost loved ones are asking for these 
independent investigations. The im-
pacted communities are asking for 
this. And editorials from major dailies 
across my home State of Washington 
have cited the lack of investigatory 
independence as a critical problem dur-
ing the Thirtymile tragedy’s after-
math. 

I believe we can go a long way to 
begin addressing these concerns if we 
were to enact the legislation I have in-
troduced today. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 
S. 2473. A bill to enhance the Rec-

reational Fee Demonstration Program 
for the National Park Service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Recreation Fee 
Authority Act of 2002. This legislation 
modifies the congressionally created 
Recreation Fee Demonstration Pro-
gram. 

The issue of user fees on public lands 
is a difficult one. As you know, our Na-
tion’s parks and recreation areas are in 
serious trouble and have significant 
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maintenance and infrastructure needs. 
The National Park Service alone has 
roughly an $8 billion blacklog in main-
tenance and infrastructure repair. 
There are a number of reasons for this 
funding shortage, including poor park 
management, congressional inaction 
and apathy from the American public. 

Currently, the Recreation Fee Dem-
onstration Program allows the Na-
tional Park Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the U.S. Forest Service to collect 
and expend funds for areas in need of 
additional financial support. Agencies 
collect fees for admission to a unit or 
site for special uses such as boating 
and back country camping fees and are 
able to use 80 percent of the receipts 
for protection and enhancement of that 
area. Fees are typically used for visitor 
services, maintenance and repair of fa-
cilities as well as cultural and natural 
resource management. The remaining 
20 percent is used on an agency-wide 
basis for parts of the system, which are 
precluded from participating in the 
Recreation Fee Demonstration pro-
gram. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today allows permanent authorization 
of the Recreation Fee Demonstration 
Program for national parks, and pro-
vides some new flexibility. For exam-
ple, many visitors frequent national 
and State parks, but are not allowed to 
use State and national passes inter-
changeably. In cooperation with State- 
agencies, the Secretary of the Interior 
will be authorized to enter into rev-
enue sharing agreements to accept 
State and national park passes at sites 
within that State, providing cost sav-
ings and convenience for the visitor. 

In the past, concerns have been ex-
pressed about ‘‘nickel and dime’’ ef-
forts where there appears to be a lack 
of planning and coordination by agency 
officials. Fee programs under this leg-
islation would be established at fair 
and equitable rates. Each unit would 
perform a market analysis to consider 
benefits and services provided to the 
visitor, cumulative effect of fees, pub-
lic policy and management objectives 
and feasibility of fee collection. This 
review would serve as a business plan 
for each site so that managers could 
utilize scarce resources in the most ef-
ficient manner. 

The Recreation Fee Demonstration 
program was an effort by Congress to 
allow public land agencies to obtain 
funding in addition to their annual ap-
propriations. This legislation will help 
provide resources for badly needed im-
provement projects and ensure an en-
hanced experience for all visitors. 

We need to guarantee our national 
treasures are available for generations 
to come. I believe that Congress, the 
Park Service and those interested in 
helping our parks should cooperate on 
initiatives to protect resources, in-
crease visitor services and improve 
management throughout the system. 
Working together, we can ensure that 
these areas will remain affordable and 
accessible for everyone. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2473 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Recreational 
Fee Authority Act of 2002’’. 
SEC. 2. RECREATION FEE AUTHORITY. 

(a) DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.—In this Act, 
the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

(b) DEFINITION OF AGENCY.—In this Act, the 
term ‘‘Agency’’ means the National Park 
Service. 

(c) IN GENERAL.—Beginningin Fiscal Year 
2003 and thereafter, the Secretary is author-
ized to— 

(1) establish, charge, and collect fees for 
the following: 

(A) admission to a unit, area, or site ad-
ministered by the Agency, and 

(B) the use of Agency administrated areas, 
lands, sites, facilities, and services (includ-
ing reservations) by individuals and/or 
groups. 

(2) establish fair and equitable fees that 
are a result of a market analysis taking the 
following criteria into consideration— 

(A) the benefits and services provided to 
the visitor; 

(B) the cumulative effect of fees charged to 
the public; 

(C) the comparable fees charged on other 
units, areas, sites, and other public agencies 

(D) the comparable fees charged by nearby 
private sector operators; 

(E) the direct and indirect cost to the gov-
ernment; 

(F) the revenue benefits to the govern-
ment; 

(G) the public policy or management objec-
tives served; 

(H) the economic and administrative feasi-
bility of fee collection, and 

(I) any other pertinent factors or criteria 
deemed necessary by the Secretary. 

(3) The Secretary shall ensure that indi-
vidual park units assess only the minimum 
number of fees consistently on an agency- 
wide basis in order to avoid the collection of 
multiple or layered fees for a wide variety of 
uses, activities and/or programs. 

(4) The results of the market analysis, new 
fees, increases or decreases in established 
fees, shall be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and any change in the amount of fees 
shall not take place until at least 12 months 
after the date the notice is published in the 
Federal Register. 

(d) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITIES.—Beginning in 
Fiscal Year 2003 and thereafter, the Sec-
retary is authorized to— 

(1) enter into agreements, including con-
tracts, which provide for reasonable commis-
sions or reimbursements, with any public or 
private entity to provide visitor reservation 
services, fee collection and/or processing 
services; 

(2) use National Park Service volunteers, 
as appropriate to collect fees charged pursu-
ant to Section 2(C); 

(3) in establishing fees under this Act, the 
Secretary may provide discounted or fee ad-
mission days or use as deemed appropriate 
by the Secretary; 

(4) the Secretary may modify the National 
Park Passport, established pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 105–391; and 

(5) the Secretary shall take such steps as 
may be necessary to provide information to 

the visitor concerning the various fees pro-
grams available to them and the costs and 
benefits of those programs. 

(e) STATE AGENCY ADMISSION AND SPECIAL 
USE PASSES.—Beginning in Fiscal Year 2003 
and thereafter— 

(1) notwithstanding the Federal Grants Co-
operative Agreements Act, the Secretary is 
authorized to enter into revenue sharing 
agreements with State agencies to accept 
their annual passes and convey the same 
privileges, terms and conditions as offered 
under the auspices of the National Park 
Passport, established pursuant to Public 
Law 105–391, (hereinafter referred to as the 
‘‘National Park Passport’’) or as Public Law 
105–391 may be amended. 

(2) State agency annual passes shall only 
be accepted for all of the units of the Na-
tional Park System within the boundaries of 
the State in which the specific revenue shar-
ing agreement is entered into; 

(3) The Secretary may enter into revenue 
sharing agreements with other Federal agen-
cies and/or Tribal governments to establish, 
charge and collect fees at areas, sites or 
projects located on other areas under the ju-
risdiction of the Secretary, the Secretary of 
Agriculture and/or the specific Tribal gov-
ernment in which the agreement is made. 
SEC. 3. DISTRIBUTION OF RECEIPTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) The Secretary of the Treasury shall es-

tablish a special account in the Treasury for 
the Agency. 

(2) Amounts collected by the Agency under 
Section 2 shall be deposited in its special ac-
count in the Treasury and shall remain 
available for expenditure without further ap-
propriation until expended. 

(3) Amounts collected from sales of the Na-
tional Park Passport, or from revenue shar-
ing agreements entered into under Section 2 
of this Act shall be deposited in its special 
account in the Treasury in accordance with 
guidelines established by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FEES.—The amounts 
deposited in the special account established 
by subsection (a) shall be distributed as fol-
lows: 

(1) Not less than 80 percent of amounts col-
lected pursuant to the Act at a specific area, 
site, or project as determined by the Sec-
retary, shall remain available for use at the 
specific area, site or project at which the 
fees were collected, except that the Sec-
retary may change the allocation amount to 
not less than 60 percent of fees collected to 
be returned to the area, site, or project when 
the Secretary determines that site specific 
revenues in any given Fiscal Year exceed 
that site’s reasonable needs for that year; ex-
cept that for those units of the National 
Park System which participate in an active 
revenue sharing agreement with a State 
under Section 2(e) of this Act, not less than 
90 percent of amounts collected pursuant to 
this Act at a specific area, site, or project as 
determined by the Secretary shall remain for 
use at the specific area, site or project at 
which the fees were collected. 

(2) The balance of the amounts collected at 
a specific area, site, or project not distrib-
uted in accordance with paragraph (1), shall 
remain available for use by the Agency on an 
agency-wide basis as determined by the Sec-
retary. 

(3) Monies generated as a result of revenue 
sharing agreements established pursuant to 
Section 2(e) may provide for a fee-sharing ar-
raignment among the parties to the revenue 
sharing agreement. Agency shares of fees 
collected shall be deposited and distributed 
as described in subsection (b) equally to all 
units of the National Park System in the 
specific State that are parties to the revenue 
sharing agreement. 
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(4) Monies generated as a result of the sale 

of the National Park Passport shall be dis-
tributed as follows: not less than 50 percent 
of the amounts collected pursuant this Act, 
as determined by the Secretary shall remain 
available for use at the specific area, site, or 
project at which the fees were collected, the 
balance of the monies generated shall be dis-
tributed in accordance with paragraph 2 of 
this Section. 
SEC. 4. EXPENDITURES. 

(a) USE OF FEES AT SPECIFIC AREA, SITE, OR 
PROJECT.—Amounts available under Section 
3 of this Act for expenditure at a specific 
area, site or project shall be accounted for 
separately and may be used for— 

(1) repair, maintenance, facility enhance-
ment, media services and infrastructure in-
cluding projects and expenses relating to vis-
itor enjoyment, visitor access, environ-
mental compliance, and health and safety; 

(2) interpretation, visitor information, vis-
itor service, visitors needs assessments, 
monitoring, and signs; 

(3) habitat enhancement, resource assess-
ment, preservation, protection, and restora-
tion related to recreation use, and 

(4) law enforcement relating to public use 
and recreation. 

(b) The Secretary may use not more than 
fifteen percent of the revenues derived under 
the authorities of this Act to administer the 
recreation fee program including direct oper-
ating or capital costs, cost of fee collection, 
notification of fee requirements, direct infra-
structure, fee program management costs, 
bonding of volunteers, start-up costs, and 
analysis and reporting on program accom-
plishments and impacts. 
SEC. 5. REPORTS. 

(a) Once every three years after the enact-
ment of this Act the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the United States Senate and the 
Committee on Resources of the United 
States House of Representatives a report de-
tailing the status of the Recreation Fee Pro-
gram conducted in units of the National 
Park System. 

(1) The report under this section shall con-
tain an evaluation of the Recreation Fee 
Program conducted at each unit of the Na-
tional Park System; 

(2) with respect to each unit of the Na-
tional Park System where a fee is charged 
under the authorities granted by this Act, a 
description of projects that were funded, 
work accomplished, and a description of fu-
ture projects and programs identified for 
funding with monies expected to be gen-
erated under the authorities granted by this 
Act, and 

(3) any recommendations for changes in 
the overall fee system along with any jus-
tification as appropriate. 
SEC. 6. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary may promulgate such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to im-
plement this Act. 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
S. 2474. A bill to provide to the Fed-

eral land management agencies the au-
thority and capability to manage effec-
tively the Federal lands, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the bill I 
am introducing today represents a sig-
nificant modification to S. 1320, which 
I introduced in the last Congress. This 
modification represents a large body of 
work that reflects my belief that forest 
planning and public land management 
continues to evolve and that under-

laying law needs to be updated. It is 
also represents thousands of hours of 
hearings and working with a variety of 
interests to modernize the laws gov-
erning our stewardship over federally- 
managed, multiple-use lands. 

I first undertook an effort to improve 
our National Forest lands’ forest plan-
ning process in the 104th Congress with 
the introduction of S. 1253. I then re-
fined that effort when I reintroduced 
the legislation in S. 1320. Today, I am 
introducing legislation that represents 
a refinement of earlier efforts in S. 1253 
and S. 1320. 

For those of you who have just tuned 
in, this bill is the result of 15 oversight 
hearings that my Subcommittee on 
Forests and Public Land Management 
held during the 104th Congress. These 
hearings involved more than 200 wit-
nesses, representing all points of view, 
and reviewing all aspects of the man-
agement of the Forest Service and Bu-
reau of Land Management lands. The 
overwhelming conclusion from all of 
these witnesses, developers and envi-
ronmentalists alike, public and private 
sector employees alike, was that the 
statutes governing federal land man-
agement, the 1976 Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act and the 1976 Na-
tional Forest Management Act, are an-
tiquated, and in need of updating. 
These statutes were passed by Congress 
in the mid-1970s to help solve land 
management problems. Today, they are 
a large part of the problem. 

It also represents my continued frus-
tration with the process paralysis that 
grips the planning and implementation 
of much needed land management ac-
tivities on our National Forests. Our 
new Chief of the Forest Service, Dale 
Bosworth, tells me that it now takes 
up to ten years to produce a forest plan 
that has a life expectancy of 15 years. 
We have seen example after example of 
projects that require three to five 
years to plan. In the case of many fire 
rehabilitation projects, the financial 
viability of the project demands that 
NEPA be completed in a matter of 
months, not years. 

More importantly, we are spending 
months and sometimes years planning 
and documenting the need for the reha-
bilitation of these burned areas, and 
then failing to get the land manage-
ment underway before natural events 
over take the health of our forests. 
This is occurring to the detriment of 
the environment. 

While our current forest planning 
and project planning processes stumble 
along, delaying important rehabilita-
tion work, these burned areas are as-
sailed by the elements of wind and 
rain. Almost every single person heard 
from agrees that the planning and en-
vironmental documentation process 
are broken. If we leave the agency in 
utter gridlock, we have done nothing 
to protect the environment. If during 
all of our careful planning and environ-
mental documentation, an area suffers 
a series of thunder storms that washes 
thousands of tons of soil into critical 

fish habitats, as occurred after the 1990 
fires on the Bitteroot National Forest, 
we and our system have failed the for-
ests, the environment, and the Amer-
ican Public. 

By imposing a cumbersome, if not 
impossible, planning process on our 
federal land managers we guarantee 
more fires, more destruction of critical 
wildlife habitats, more water and air 
pollution, and the increased likelihood 
of dangerous and destructive cata-
strophic fires. 

We do nothing good for the environ-
ment by spending two or three years to 
design, document, and plan salvage op-
erations to halt the spread of insects or 
disease as they rampage through our 
forests. We can see this today in the 
Red River drainage of the Nez Perce 
National Forest. 

I look at laws as ‘‘tools’’ for use by 
professional land managers and re-
source scientists that help them to es-
tablish priorities and make manage-
ment decisions. These tools are as anti-
quated as the slide-rule and computer 
punch cards that were the tools used by 
land managers at the time that these 
statutes were passed. 

As a consequence of oversight review 
during the 104th Congress, and subse-
quent oversight hearings, I drafted and 
circulated S. 1253 at the outset of the 
105th Congress. That draft, and the sub-
sequently-introduced bill were, in turn, 
the subject of six informal workshops 
and another eight legislative hearings 
to review the concepts embodied in 
both the first draft and the introduced 
version of S. 1253. The ideas that ema-
nated from the oversight hearings were 
modified to reflect the suggestions of 
witnesses, and in recognition of how re-
source management problems have 
subsequently evolved. A similar review 
was conducted upon the introduction of 
S. 1320 which has helped me improve 
upon my previous efforts. 

As you know I continued to hold 
hearings during both the 106th and the 
beginning of the 107th Congress and en-
joyed additional dialogue about how to 
best modify the 1976 statutes. For in-
stance, at one hearing all four of the 
former Chiefs of the Forest Service and 
one former Bureau of Land Manage-
ment Director shared their views about 
the current state of Federal land man-
agement, and where legislative action 
could assist their successors in dis-
charging the public trust more effec-
tively. 

During that time period there was at 
least one seminal decision from the Su-
preme Court. In Ohio Forestry Associa-
tion versus Glickman, the Supreme 
Court, in my view, clarified the inter-
relationship between forest plans and 
project level decisions. In that deci-
sion, the Court denied standing to chal-
lenge resource management plans, es-
sentially on the basis that no real deci-
sions were made. We now have several 
years of court rulings that reflect that 
ruling. And we believe that the Forest 
Service will soon be proposing forest 
planning regulations that will reflect 
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the process certified by the Supreme 
Court. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would refine current planning law, 
rather than rewrite the law to alter our 
course. I believe this bill is more of a 
refinement than a revision and that it 
will be complementary to what we 
hope to see in the Forest Service’s new 
forest planning rules, rather than in 
conflict with those rules. In various 
other ways of a less significant nature, 
the bill I am introducing today also re-
flects the product of court decisions 
that have been rendered during the pe-
riod that we were reviewing these 
issues. 

In many ways my frustration with 
the forest planning and project plan-
ning process that our Federal land 
managers are saddled with, is a lot like 
the Hubble Telescope when it was first 
launched into space in 1990. You’ll re-
call that initially the Hubble telescope 
didn’t work. The pictures it sent back 
were fuzzy and useless. It had a design 
flaw, a mirror was not ground correctly 
and as a result its images were unclear. 
NASA has spent millions of dollars to 
design and launch this marvel of tech-
nology and it didn’t work. 

Our National Forest planning proc-
ess, the result of the 1979 Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act, the 1976 
National Forest Management Act and 
subsequent Federal regulations, is bro-
ken. It has cost the public several hun-
dred million dollars, and we continue 
to get fuzzy images of what the solu-
tion should be. The problem is that the 
public and land managers do not be-
lieve or trust the results. Now we learn 
we are spending up to ten years to 
complete plans that will remain in 
place for only 15 years. 

In the case of the Hubble Telescope, 
NASA identified the problem, designed 
a fix, and went into space and cor-
rected the problem, all within a very 
short 3 year time period. In the case of 
the forest planning process, most un-
dertook the regulations would need 
periodic updating. During the late 
1980’s and early 1990’s the Forest Serv-
ice worked to develop and propose new 
forest planning regulations. Election 
year politics prevented the agency 
from finalizing those regulations. 

In the last two years of the Clinton 
years, the Forest Service again made 
an effort to make changes to its plan-
ning regulations. Again election year 
politics intervened and now the current 
Administration is working toward 
some changes. 

The bottom line here is that we can 
repolish the regulations over and over 
again but it still produces fuzzy pic-
tures. It is my estimation that it is 
time to make some changes to the un-
derlying law, so to speak the design of 
our telescope. It is time to make the 
changes our Federal managers need to 
assure reasonable, environmentally 
sound, and timely land management. 

It is my hope that we will now move 
forward with additional hearings on 
this proposal, confident that we are on 

the correct path to improve the quality 
of Federal land management, and 
through a variety of means, increase 
public support for the future manage-
ment of our Federal forest lands. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator WYDEN, the chairman for the Sub-
committee on Public Lands and For-
ests, and to hold hearings to further re-
fine this regulation. It is my hope that 
Senator WYDEN and I can build on our 
efforts to end the Federal forest grid- 
lock that we started with the passage 
of Secure Rural Schools and Commu-
nity Self-Determination Act of 1999. 

I invite both the administration and 
Members on both sides of the aisle to 
join us in this effort. We will move for-
ward knowing that this proposal, like 
any other, is a working draft that will 
by necessity change, probably signifi-
cantly. 

We also move forward knowing that 
legislative change in this arena is both 
inevitable and vital. It is clear to me 
that this area of public discourse vi-
tally needs a vibrant legislative debate 
and a new legislative charter so that 
our Federal land managers can be pro-
vided with tools a little more modern 
that the slide-rule and maniframe com-
puter punch cards. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. SMITH of Oregon): 

S. 2478. A bill to promote enhanced 
non-proliferation cooperation between 
the United States and the Russian Fed-
eration; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, the 
United States Government and all of us 
personally have conducted a serious re-
assessment of our priorities in the 
months since the horrific events of 
September 11, 2001. The work of this 
body has been radically reshaped as we 
work together to effectively combat 
the menace of international terrorism. 
We have appropriated billions of dol-
lars so our military can wage war in 
Afghanistan and prepare for the possi-
bility of future military operations. We 
have devoted billions of dollars to 
strengthening our homeland defense 
capabilities, everything from beefing 
up border and port security to manu-
facturing additional vaccines to pre-
pare for the possibility of a biological 
weapons attack. The time has also 
come to reassess what needs to be done 
to ensure that nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction and 
the expertise to employ them do not 
leak out of the former Soviet Union 
and find their way into the hands of 
terrorist or terrorist states. 

Last year, I sponsored the Nuclear 
Threat Reduction Act of 2001, S. 1117, 
which called for expanding and accel-
erating programs to prevent diversion 
and proliferation of Russian nuclear 
weapons, and fissile materials; reduc-
ing the number of nuclear warheads in 
the United States and Russian arse-
nals; and for reducing the number of 
nuclear weapons of those two nations 
that are on high alert. The NTRA en-

joyed success on a number of fronts: 
U.S.-Russia threat reduction and non- 
proliferation programs were expanded 
and accelerated; the Senate, working 
with the Administration, paved the 
way for the deep cuts that Presidents 
Bush and Putin generally agreed to in 
November 2001; and the possibility of 
taking some weapons off high alert was 
studied as part of the Nuclear Posture 
Review. Solid steps were taken, but we 
all know that more needs to be done. 

I rise today to introduce legislation 
that will help to address what is prob-
ably the most serious threat to U.S. 
national security: the possibility that 
terrorists or terrorist states will ac-
quire nuclear weapons and materials, 
and other weapons of mass destruction 
from the massive and poorly secured 
former Soviet nuclear weapons com-
plex. 

The scope of the problem that we 
face is difficult to fathom, but I will 
attempt to illuminate it by citing a 
few facts. Today, Russia possesses ap-
proximately 20,000 nuclear weapons and 
enough weapons-grade material to fab-
ricate over 60,000 more. Not including 
the United States, Russia possesses ap-
proximately 95 percent of the world’s 
nuclear weapons and weapons-grade 
material, a testimony to the great re-
sources and effort that both sides de-
voted in waging the cold war. These 
weapons and material are stored in lit-
erally hundreds of sites across Russia’s 
11 time zones. Making this problem 
even more disconcerting is the fact 
that Russia is unable to reliably ac-
count for its huge stock of warheads 
and materials, having inherited a sub- 
standard accounting system from the 
totalitarian Soviet state. Additionally, 
there are over 20,000 scientists and 
technicians in the former Soviet Union 
that are considered proliferation risks. 

As the Members of this Chamber will 
recall proudly, Senators Sam Nunn and 
RICHARD LUGAR, along with others, 
took the lead in the early 1990s to put 
together a suite of programs that still 
work to address the threat posed by the 
possible proliferation of former Soviet 
nuclear weapons and other materials. 
As the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact 
fell apart, there was a palpable fear 
that nuclear weapons and materials 
would proliferate widely. In conjunc-
tion with the work in the Senate, the 
first Bush administration also took up 
the challenge by backing the Nunn- 
Lugar programs as well as supporting 
initiatives to help Soviet Premier 
Gorbachev as he attempted to keep the 
Soviet Union from radical collapse. 
The events of September 11 serve as an-
other wake-up call. There is a growing 
realization that Russia desperately 
needs our help. But more remains to be 
done—much, much more. 

Fortunately, the Bush Administra-
tion has devoted considerable time and 
effort to working to increase coopera-
tion between the United States and 
Russia on these matters, as exemplified 
by U.S.-Russian cooperation in the war 
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against terrorism, the Bush-Putin sum-
mit in November 2001, and the May 2002 
U.S.-Russia summit in Russia. The ad-
ministration wisely realizes that only 
through greater cooperation with Rus-
sia can we deal effectively with this 
problem. 

As I mentioned, Russian nuclear 
weapons and materials are stored in 
hundreds of sites. While helping to im-
prove the security of these sites is a 
daunting task, we should ponder how 
much more difficult preventing an at-
tack would become if even a miniscule 
portion of these warheads or materials 
were to proliferate. As members of this 
body know, the warning signs are grow-
ing. It is well known that groups such 
as al Qaeda and states such as Iraq, 
Iran, and North Korea wish to develop 
or acquire WMD. Even more dis-
concerting are reports that members of 
al Qaeda have attempted to break into 
Russian nuclear weapon facilities. We 
would do well to meditate on these re-
ports and ask ourselves if the United 
States is doing enough to prevent the 
myriad groups and states that wish to 
acquire WMD from Russia from being 
able to do so. 

Mindful of this serious challenge to 
U.S. and global security I am intro-
ducing the Nuclear and Terrorism 
Threat Reduction Act of 2002, NTTRA. 
The NTTRA would promote policies 
that will greatly reduce the likelihood 
of nuclear terrorism. 

First, the NTTRA states that it is 
the policy of the United States to work 
cooperatively with the Russian Federa-
tion in order to prevent the diversion 
of weapons of mass destruction and 
material, including nuclear, biological 
and chemical weapons, as well sci-
entific and technical expertise nec-
essary to design and build weapons of 
mass destruction. As a review by the 
Bush administration found last year, 
‘‘most U.S. programs to assist Russia 
in threat reduction and nonprolifera-
tion work well, are focused on priority 
tasks, and are well managed,’’ The 
NTTRA proposals complement the in-
creases that the Bush administration 
has proposed for these programs. 

The NTTRA also calls for the Presi-
dent to deliver to Congress, no later 
than six months after the enactment of 
the NTTRA, a series of recommenda-
tions on how to enhance the implemen-
tation of U.S.-Russia non-proliferation 
and threat reduction programs, includ-
ing suggestions on how to improve and 
streamline the contracting and pro-
curement practices of these programs 
and a listing of impediments to the ef-
ficient and effective implementation of 
these programs. 

Second, recognizing the short-
comings in the Russian system for ac-
counting for nuclear warheads and 
weapons-grade material, the NTTRA 
states that it is the policy of the 
United States to establish coopera-
tively with Russia comprehensive in-
ventories and data exchanges of Rus-
sian and U.S. weapons-grade material 
and assembled warheads with par-

ticular attention to tactical, or ‘‘non- 
strategic,’’ warheads—one of the most 
likely weapons a terrorist organization 
or state would attempt to acquire—and 
with particular attention focused on 
weapons which have been removed 
from deployment. 

Only through such an accounting sys-
tem will we be able to reliably say that 
Russian warheads and materials are 
sufficiently secure. 

Third, the NTTRA calls upon the 
President to deliver to Congress a plan 
laying out progress toward 
irreversibility involving the elimi-
nation of launchers and transparency 
measures involving warheads. As the 
Bush administration works to lock in 
the gains that the United States and 
Russia have generally agreed to, this 
plan will help keep the Senate fully ap-
prised. 

Fourth, the NTTRA calls for the es-
tablishment of a joint U.S.-Russia 
Commission on the Transition from 
Mutually Assured Destruction to Mu-
tually Assured Security. The U.S. side 
of the Commission would be composed 
of private citizens who are experts in 
the field of U.S.-Russia strategic sta-
bility. The NTTRA also calls upon the 
President to make every effort to en-
courage the Russian Government to es-
tablish a complementary Commission 
that would jointly meet and discuss 
how to preserve strategic stability dur-
ing this time of rapid and positive 
change in the U.S.-Russia relationship. 

Working with Russia to address the 
many serious issues which still exist 
over 10 years after the end of the cold 
war should be one of the top U.S. prior-
ities in the overall battle against glob-
al terrorism. Allow me to be frank and 
to say that this work will not be easy 
and there will certainly be testing 
times as the United States and Russia 
work to fully put the cold war to rest 
and to reach a level of foreign and de-
fense policy cooperation which was 
unfathomable only a few years ago. 
But we are faced with few other op-
tions. We must shore up our first line 
of defense against the possibility of 
terrorism turning nuclear. 

I call upon the members of this body 
to collectively redouble our efforts to 
prevent the unthinkable from hap-
pening by supporting the Nuclear and 
Terrorism Threat Reduction Act of 
2002. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2478 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Nuclear and 
Terrorism Threat Reduction Act of 2002’’. 
SEC. 2. ENHANCING THREAT REDUCTION. 

(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.— 
(1) It is the policy of the United States to 

work cooperatively with the Russian Federa-

tion in order to prevent the diversion of 
weapons of mass destruction and materials 
relating thereto, including nuclear, biologi-
cal, and chemical weapons, as well as the sci-
entific and technical expertise necessary to 
design and build weapons of mass destruc-
tion. 

(2) With respect to enhancing threat reduc-
tion, there should be three primary objec-
tives, as stated in the President’s review of 
30 different United States-Russia cooperative 
programs, as follows: 

(A) To ensure that existing United States 
cooperative non-proliferation programs with 
the Russian Federation are focused on pri-
ority threat reduction and non-proliferation 
goals, and are conducted as efficiently and 
effectively as possible. 

(B) To examine what new initiatives might 
be undertaken to further United States 
threat reduction and non-proliferation goals. 

(C) To consider organizational and proce-
dural changes designed to ensure a con-
sistent and coordinated United States Gov-
ernment approach to cooperative programs 
with the Russian Federation on the reduc-
tion of weapons of mass destruction and pre-
vention of their proliferation. 

(3) The goal of United States programs to 
assist the Russian Federation should be to 
have them work well, be focused on priority 
tasks, and be well managed. 

(4) In order to further cooperative efforts, 
the following key programs should be ex-
panded: 

(A) The Department of Energy Material 
Protection, Control and Accounting 
(MPC&A) program to assist the Russian Fed-
eration secure and consolidate weapons- 
grade nuclear material. 

(B) The Department of Energy Warhead 
and Fissile Material Transparency Program. 

(C) The International Science and Tech-
nology Center (ISTC). 

(D) The Redirection of Biotechnical Sci-
entists program. 

(E) The Department of Defense Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction project to construct a 
chemical weapons destruction facility at 
Shchuch’ye, Russia, to enable its earliest 
completion at no increased expense. 

(5) Other programs should be adjusted, re-
focused, or reexamined, including— 

(A) approaches to the current plutonium 
disposition program in the Russian Federa-
tion, in order to make the program less cost-
ly and more effective; 

(B) the project to end production by the 
Russian Federation of weapons-grade pluto-
nium, in order to transfer the project from 
the Department of Defense to the Depart-
ment of Energy; 

(C) consolidation of the Department of En-
ergy’s Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI) with 
the Initiative for Proliferation Prevention 
(IPP), with a focus on projects to assist the 
Russian Federation in reduction of its nu-
clear warheads complex; and 

(D) acceleration of the Department of En-
ergy’s Second Line of Defense program to as-
sist the Russian Federation install nuclear 
detection equipment at border posts. 

(b) INCREASED FUNDING OF CERTAIN KEY 
PROGRAMS.—In order to guarantee that the 
United States-Russia non-proliferation and 
threat reduction efforts operate as effi-
ciently as possible, certain key programs 
should receive additional funding above cur-
rent levels, including— 

(1) the United States-Russia Highly En-
riched Uranium Purchase Agreement; 

(2) the Second Line of Defense program; 
(3) the Initiatives for Proliferation Preven-

tion; 
(4) the Fissile Materials Disposition pro-

gram; 
(5) the Redirection of Biotechnical Sci-

entists program; 
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(6) the Department of Energy Material 

Protection, Control, and Accounting 
(MPC&A) program; 

(7) the International Science and Tech-
nology Center; and 

(8) the Warhead and Fissile Material 
Transparency program. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than six months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
President shall submit to Congress a report 
containing recommendations on how to en-
hance the implementation of United States- 
Russia non-proliferation and threat reduc-
tion programs, which shall include— 

(1) recommendations on how to improve 
and streamline the contracting and procure-
ment practices of those programs; and 

(2) a listing of impediments to the efficient 
and effective implementation of those pro-
grams. 
SEC. 3. COMPREHENSIVE INVENTORIES AND 

DATA EXCHANGES BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION ON WEAPONS-GRADE 
MATERIAL AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that inven-
tories of weapons-grade material and war-
heads should be tracked in order, among 
other things— 

(1) to make it more likely that the Russian 
Federation can fully account for its entire 
inventory of weapons-grade material and as-
sembled weapons; and 

(2) to make it more likely that the sources 
of any material or weapons possessed or used 
by any foreign state or terrorist organiza-
tion can be identified. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy 
of the United States to establish jointly with 
the Russian Federation comprehensive in-
ventories and data exchanges of Russian and 
United States weapons-grade material and 
assembled warheads, with particular atten-
tion to tactical, or ‘‘nonstrategic’’ warheads, 
one of the most likely weapons a terrorist 
organization or terrorist state would at-
tempt to acquire, and with particular atten-
tion focused on weapons that have been re-
moved from deployment. 

(c) ASSISTANCE IN DEVELOPING COMPREHEN-
SIVE INVENTORIES.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the United States 
Government shall work with the Russian 
Federation to develop comprehensive inven-
tories of Russian weapons-grade plutonium 
and highly enriched uranium programs and 
assembled warheads, with special attention 
to be focused on tactical warheads and war-
heads that have been removed from deploy-
ment. 

(d) DATA EXCHANGES.—As part of this proc-
ess, to the maximum extent practicable, 
without jeopardizing United States national 
security interests, the United States is au-
thorized to enter into ongoing data ex-
changes with the Russian Federation on cat-
egories of material and weapons described in 
subsection (c). 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than six months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
annually thereafter until a comprehensive 
inventory is created and the information col-
lected from the inventory exchanged be-
tween the governments of the United States 
and the Russian Federation, the President 
shall submit to Congress a report, in both an 
unclassified and classified form as necessary, 
describing the progress that has been made 
toward that objective. 
SEC. 4. COMMISSION TO ASSESS THE TRANSITION 

FROM MUTUALLY ASSURED DE-
STRUCTION (MAD) TO MUTUALLY AS-
SURED SECURITY (MAS). 

(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—With the end of 
the Cold War more than a decade ago, with 
the United States and the Russian Federa-
tion fighting together against global ter-
rorism, and with the Presidents of the 

United States and the Russian Federation 
agreeing to establish ‘‘a new strategic frame-
work to ensure the mutual security of the 
United States and Russia, and the world 
community’’, the United States and the Rus-
sian Federation should increase significantly 
their efforts to put dangerous and unneces-
sary elements of the Cold War to rest. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—In order to assist 
with the policy expressed in subsection (a), 
the President is authorized to conclude an 
agreement with the Russian Federation for 
the establishment of a Joint United States- 
Russia Commission to Assess the Transition 
from Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) to 
Mutual Assured Security (MAS) (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘‘Commission’’). 

(c) COMPOSITION.—The United States dele-
gation of the Commission shall consist of 13 
members appointed by the President, as fol-
lows: 

(1) Three members, after consultation with 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

(2) Three members, after consultation with 
the Majority Leader of the Senate. 

(3) Two members, after consultation with 
the Minority Leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(4) Two members, after consultation with 
the Minority Leader of the Senate. 

(5) Two members as the President may de-
termine. 

(d) QUALIFICATIONS.—The United States 
members of the Commission shall be ap-
pointed from among private United States 
citizens with knowledge and expertise in 
United States-Russia strategic stability 
issues. 

(e) CHAIR.—The chair of the Commission 
should be chosen by consensus from among 
the members of the Commission. 

(f) RUSSIAN COMMISSION.—The President 
should make every effort to encourage the 
Government of the Russian Federation to ap-
point a Russian Federation delegation of the 
Commission that would jointly meet and dis-
cuss the issues described in subsection (g). 

(g) DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.—The duties 
of the Commission should include consider-
ation of how— 

(1) to ensure that the reduction of stra-
tegic nuclear weapons announced by the 
United States and the Russian Federation in 
November 2001 take effect in a rapid, safe, 
verifiable and irreversible manner; 

(2) to preserve and enhance START I moni-
toring and verification mechanisms; 

(3) to develop additional monitoring and 
verification mechanisms; 

(4) to preserve the benefits of the unrati-
fied START II agreement, especially those 
measures that affect strategic stability; 

(5) to ensure the safety of warheads re-
moved from deployment; 

(6) to safely and verifiably dismantle war-
heads in excess of the ceiling established by 
the President Bush at the November 2001 
United States-Russia summit; 

(7) to begin a new high-level dialogue to 
discuss United States and Russian Federa-
tion proposals for a global and theater level 
missile defense systems; 

(8) to extend presidential decision-making 
time as it relates to nuclear weapons oper-
ations; 

(9) to improve Russian-American coopera-
tive efforts to enhance strategic early warn-
ing, including but not limited to the Joint 
Data Exchange Center and the Russian- 
American Observation Satellite; and 

(10) to increase cooperation between the 
United States and the Russian Federation on 
the programs and activities described in sec-
tions 2 and 3. 

(e) COOPERATION.—In carrying out its du-
ties, the Commission should receive the full 
and timely cooperation of United States 
Government officials, including providing 

the Commission with analyses, briefings, and 
other information necessary for the fulfill-
ment of its responsibilities. 

(f) REPORT.—The Commission shall, not 
later than six months after the date of its 
first meeting, submit to Congress an interim 
report on its findings and, not later than six 
months after submission of the interim re-
port, submit to Congress a final report con-
taining its conclusions. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and 
Mr. HATCH): 

S. 2479. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to include in the 
criteria for selecting any project for 
the low-income housing credit whether 
such project has high-speed internet in-
frastructure; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am very 
proud to introduce legislation today 
with Senator HATCH that would amend 
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit to 
make access to Internet and broadband 
technology one of the criteria that 
State housing agencies must consider 
when awarding the credits. This bill 
will help more low-income families 
gain access to the new technologies 
and services that are driving today’s 
modern economy, and it will do so at 
very minimal cost to developers. The 
bill will take effect for all new housing 
built with the credit beginning on Jan-
uary 1 of next year. 

My colleagues should understand 
that the Kerry-Hatch bill would not re-
quire that new housing units have 
Internet or broadband capability; it is 
not an unfunded mandate. Rather, our 
bill simply adds broadband access to 
the list of things that State agencies 
would have to consider when they 
award the credits each year. Our bill 
also does not specify any particular 
technology, meaning that developers 
and providers can decide for them-
selves which technology will work best 
for a given community. 

This bill has the support of many 
well-known companies and associations 
from the technology and telecommuni-
cations industries, including Corning, 
Nortel Networks, BellSouth, 
SmartForce, the Telecommunications 
Industry Association, Siemens, and 
Cisco Systems. This is just a partial 
list. A number of well-known national 
nonprofit organizations and represent-
atives of the housing industry, such as 
Habitat for Humanity, the National 
Leased Housing Association, and the 
National Housing Conference also sup-
port the bill. Senator HATCH and I hope 
that the Finance Committee, of which 
we are both members, will consider 
adding this provision when it marks up 
charity-related legislation later this 
month. There is no revenue cost associ-
ated with the bill, making it more like-
ly that the committee will be able to 
include it. 

Several States are running ahead of 
the Federal Government and are enact-
ing their own local policies to do what 
the Kerry-Hatch legislation will do na-
tionally. To date, the States of Oregon 
and Nebraska have re-written their 
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policies with technical assistance from 
One Economy Corporation, a national 
nonprofit organization that works to 
bring technology to low-income popu-
lations and make that technology a 
tool to help them build assets and raise 
their standards of living. Oregon and 
Nebraska now have an incentive for 
broadband in awarding the low-income 
credits. Dialogues are currently under-
way with housing finance agencies 
from the States of North Carolina, 
Michigan, Kentucky, and Minnesota, 
several of which may change their poli-
cies very soon. 

Understandably, there may be some 
Senators that believe that building ac-
cess to broadband technology into 
these new low-income housing units 
will be prohibitively expensive. Well, I 
am happy to report that this is not so. 
Engineers from Cisco Systems have 
evaluated the costs of wiring buildings 
at the time of construction. When wir-
ing a new building, the baseline cost to 
run telecommunications infrastructure 
into a unit, a fixed cost in new con-
struction, is approximately $150. When 
adding conduit for high-speed 
connectivity, the cost increases any-
where between $1 and $25. So for a 50- 
unit building, that’s an added cost of 
about $1,250 if you assume the highest 
cost. This is likely to be less than one- 
quarter of 1 percent of total construc-
tion costs, a small increase that is 
more than offset by the increased value 
of the property. The added cost is in-
significant, and the added value is 
great. 

This legislation is critical because 
having access to and understanding of 
technology is increasingly a pre-
requisite for succeeding in today’s 
knowledge-based economy. Technology 
can be a significant tool to help low-in-
come families move up and out of pov-
erty. I believe that this small change 
to section 42 of the tax code will help 
to close the digital divide in the United 
States by getting modern technology 
into the homes of more low-income 
Americans. 

Recently, some influential opinion 
leaders in Washington and the press 
have begun to ‘‘debunk’’ the digital di-
vide. They claim that since so many 
more people have access to technology 
in the workplace, the percentage of 
families with incomes between $15,000 
and $25,000 that now use computers at 
home or in the workplace is now close 
to 50 percent, concerns about the dig-
ital divide are overstated. 

These statistics only tell part of the 
story, because there are key Internet 
services that people will only feel com-
fortable using at home due to privacy 
concerns, such as those related to one’s 
health or personal finance. Access to 
computers in the workplace is not suf-
ficient. Sure some people might check 
out Yahoo when they have a free mo-
ment at work. They might perform an 
Internet search, check driving direc-
tions on MapQuest, or bid on some-
thing on eBay. But they are not going 
to seek financial advice, research their 

kids’ health, or do anything of a truly 
personal nature from the workplace. 
And in terms of computer use in the 
home, there is still a huge digital di-
vide: Even with all of the technological 
advances and price reductions of the 
past few years, less than 30 percent of 
households earning under $35,000 are 
online at home. In fact, more than one- 
quarter of zip codes with median in-
comes under $35,000 do not have a sin-
gle high-speed Internet subscriber, de-
spite the fact that the services are 
available. In my opinion, this is a real 
problem if we want these millions of 
Americans to participate in the Infor-
mation Economy and access the online 
services that the rest of us take for 
granted. 

Here are some real stories from the 
Columbia Heights neighborhood here in 
Washington, brought to my attention 
by One Economy Corporation, that 
speak to the power of access to tech-
nology in the home: A mother of three 
young children uses her computer to 
take an online course to get A+ Certifi-
cation from the Department of Em-
ployment Services. Having a computer 
at home means that she can take the 
classes online at night when her kids 
are asleep. Once she has the certifi-
cation she will qualify for a better, 
higher-paying job; a young woman in 
her mid-20s uses her home computer to 
look for jobs and pursue educational 
opportunities. After September 11, she 
went online to find people to talk to 
for support; and a 50-something grand-
mother has a three-year old grandson 
who suffers from recurring ear infec-
tions. The doctor said that the little 
boy needed to get an operation to put 
tubes in his ears. His grandmother used 
the computer to research this treat-
ment on the Internet and ultimately 
decide that it was the best thing for 
her grandson. When asked what she 
would have done without the Internet, 
she said that she would have ‘‘left it up 
to God.’’ 

These are just a few examples. The 
central point is that access to com-
puters and Internet technology in the 
workplace is no substitute for having 
similar access in the home. 

Another important issue to consider 
is the amount of time that many fami-
lies of modest means spend interacting 
with public agencies. I’ve been told 
that can often be as high as 10 hours a 
month, sometimes more. Many of these 
services could undoubtedly be provided 
online, which would allow parents to 
spend more time at work and less wait-
ing on line. Parents would also be able 
to spend more time with their children. 
In other words, Internet access at 
home could alleviate some of the 
stresses in these families’ daily lives. I 
guess the best way to put it is: Being 
online is far better than waiting on a 
line. 

I look forward to promoting this im-
portant bill in the Finance Committee. 

I would like to take a moment to 
speak about the housing crisis in the 
country more generally. 

My colleagues know that I have spo-
ken frequently on the Senate floor 
about the lack of affordable housing 
throughout the country. Recent 
changes in the housing market have 
further limited the availability of 
housing, while the growth in our econ-
omy over the last decade has dramati-
cally increased the cost of the housing 
that remains. Many working families 
have been unable to keep up with these 
increased costs. 

While the bill I am introducing today 
does not specifically address the supply 
of housing, I want to reiterate my con-
cern about and dedication to this issue. 
The low-income housing tax credit is 
only one tool, but is an effective one, 
generating about 85,000 new housing 
units per year. It is an important pro-
gram, but it only helps a small fraction 
of the more than 5 million American 
households that the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development esti-
mates to have ‘‘worst case’’ housing 
needs, an increase of 12 percent since 
1990. Many of these families are spend-
ing more than half their income on 
housing, or are living in severely sub-
standard housing. On average, a person 
needs to earn more than $11 per hour 
just to afford the median rent on a 
two-bedroom apartment in the United 
States. This hourly figure is dramati-
cally higher in many metropolitan 
areas, an hourly wage of $22 is needed 
in San Francisco; $21 on Long Island; 
$17 in Boston; $16 in the D.C. area; $14 
in Seattle and Chicago; and, $13 in At-
lanta. I have mentioned these statis-
tics before. In fact, there is not one 
metropolitan area in the country 
where a minimum wage earner can af-
ford to pay the rent for a two-bedroom 
apartment. A person trying to live in 
Boston would have to make more than 
$35,000 annually just to afford such a 
home. This means teachers, janitors, 
social workers, police officers, and 
other full-time workers may have trou-
ble affording even a modest place to 
live, segregating our communities by 
class and occupation. 

We can no longer ignore the lack of 
affordable housing, and the impact it is 
having on families and children around 
the country. It is not clear to me why 
this crisis has not caused more concern 
here in Congress. How many families 
need to be pushed out of their homes 
and into the streets before action is 
taken? Do we not act because these 
people vote less often, or because they 
don’t give to political campaigns? Do 
we not believe that most of these 
Americans would prefer more afford-
able housing to the measly tax cut 
they received in last year’s tax bill? 

I believe it is time for our Nation to 
take a new path, one that ensures that 
every American has the opportunity to 
live in decent and safe housing. Every-
one knows that decent housing plays 
an enormous role in shaping young 
lives, and we need to do more to ad-
dress this quiet, but simmering, crisis. 
While the bill I am introducing today 
with Senator HATCH will certainly help 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:21 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00094 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S08MY2.REC S08MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4073 May 8, 2002 
bring more Americans of modest means 
into the Information Age, it won’t help 
those Americans with substandard 
housing, or no homes at all. Addressing 
that problem requires a greater com-
mitment from all of us, and our mayors 
and Governors back home will all 
thank us. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. DOMEN-
ICI, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, and Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. 2480. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to exempt quali-
fied current and former law enforce-
ment officers from state laws prohib-
iting the carrying of concealed hand-
guns; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce legislation 
to permit current and retired Federal, 
State and local law enforcement offi-
cers to carry a concealed firearm, the 
Law Enforcement Officers Safety Act 
of 2002. I am pleased that Senators 
HATCH, BAUCUS, DOMENICI, CLELAND, 
MCCONNELL, and SESSIONS are joining 
me as original cosponsors in this effort 
to make our communities safer and to 
protect law enforcement officers and 
their families. 

I am introducing this companion 
measure to H.R. 218 at the request of 
the Fraternal Order of Police, which 
strongly supports this legislation to 
protect officers and their families from 
vindictive criminals and to permit offi-
cers to respond immediately to a crime 
when off duty. Many of my friends in 
the law enforcement community be-
lieve that national legislation is nec-
essary due to the patchwork of con-
ceal-carry laws in State and local ju-
risdictions, and that off-duty and re-
tired officers should be permitted to 
carry their firearms across state and 
other jurisdictional lines. 

Our bipartisan bill will allow thou-
sands of equipped, trained and certified 
law enforcement officers continually to 
serve and protect our communities, re-
gardless of jurisdiction, at no cost to 
taxpayers. This bill is designed to pro-
mote better law enforcement and im-
proved public safety. 

Our legislation would permit quali-
fied law enforcement officers and quali-
fied retired law enforcement officers 
across the nation to carry concealed 
firearms in most situations. The bill, 
however, preserves any State law that 
permits citizens from restricting a con-
cealed firearm on private property and 
preserves any State law that restricts 
the possession of a firearm on State or 
local government property. While I 
support this approach to strike a prop-
er balance between providing law en-
forcement officers with the uniformity 
in the law needed to protect public 
safety, I still have some federalism 
concerns about the legislation. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
as the bill moves through the legisla-
tive process to further preserve essen-
tial rights of the states. 

To qualify for the bill’s uniform 
standards a law enforcement officer 
must be authorized to use a firearm by 
the law enforcement agency where he 
or she works, be in good standing with 
that agency, and meet any standards 
established by that agency to regularly 
qualify to use a firearm. A qualified re-
tired law enforcement officer under the 
bill must have retired in good standing, 
been employed at least five years as a 
law enforcement officer unless forced 
to retire due to a service-related in-
jury, have a non-forfeitable right to 
benefits under the law enforcement 
agency’s retirement plan, and annually 
complete a State-approved firearms 
training course. As a result, our bipar-
tisan legislation maintains the State 
or local jurisdiction’s power to deter-
mine whether a law enforcement offi-
cer or retired law enforcement officer 
is qualified in the use of a firearm. 

Representative RANDY CUNNINGHAM 
introduced a similar bill in the House, 
H.R. 218, which has garnered more than 
250 bipartisan cosponsors. In 1999, the 
House of Representatives adopted simi-
lar legislation, by a vote of 372–53, as a 
floor amendment during its gun safety 
debate before the overall legislation 
was defeated. I applaud my colleagues 
in the other legislative body for such 
strong bipartisan showing of support 
for this legislation. 

As a former state prosecutor, I know 
that law enforcement officers are never 
‘‘off-duty.’’ They are dedicated public 
servants trained to uphold the law and 
keep the peace. When there is a threat 
to the peace or to our public safety, 
law enforcement officers are sworn to 
answer that call. Our legislation en-
ables law enforcement officers across 
the country to be armed and prepared 
when they answer that call, no matter 
where or when it comes. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Law Enforcement Officers Safety Act 
to make our communities safer and to 
protect law enforcement officers and 
their families. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 
rise along with Senator LEAHY and oth-
ers to introduce the Law Enforcement 
Officers Safety Act of 2002. This bill, 
which exempts qualified active and re-
tired law enforcement officers from 
certain local and State prohibitions on 
the carrying of concealed firearms, will 
help protect the American public, our 
Nation’s officers and their families. 

Over the past several Congresses, 
Senator CAMPBELL has been a leader in 
this area. As a former deputy sheriff in 
Sacramento County, California, he has 
a first-hand understanding of the chal-
lenges law enforcement officers face as 
they cross state lines. Last March, he 
introduced a similar bill, S. 442, the 
Law Enforcement Protection Act of 
2001, which I co-sponsored. I will con-
tinue to support S. 442 as we seek to 
enact such legislation during this Con-
gress. 

Like S. 442, the Law Enforcement Of-
ficers Safety Act of 2002 permits quali-
fied law enforcement officers and re-

tired officers to carry, with the appro-
priate identification, a concealed fire-
arm that has been shipped or trans-
ported in interstate or foreign com-
merce regardless of State or local laws. 
However, like S. 442, this bill does not 
supersede any State law that permits 
private persons to prohibit or restrict 
the possession of concealed weapons on 
their properties, or prohibits or re-
stricts the possession of firearms on 
any State or local government prop-
erties, installations, buildings, bases or 
parks. Additionally, both bills clearly 
define what is meant by ‘‘qualified law 
enforcement officer’’ and ‘‘qualified re-
tired [or former] law enforcement offi-
cer’’ to ensure that those individuals 
permitted to carry concealed firearms 
are highly trained professionals. 

Such legislation not only will provide 
law enforcement officers with a legal 
means to protect themselves and their 
families when they travel interstate, it 
will also provide added security to the 
American public. By enabling qualified 
active duty and retired law enforce-
ment officers to carry firearms while 
off-duty, retired or outside their own 
jurisdictions, more trained law en-
forcement officers will be on our 
streets to enforce the law and to re-
spond to crises. 

I look forward to working on a bipar-
tisan basis with my colleagues in both 
Houses to ensure that this legislation 
is enacted into law. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 2481. A bill to amend the Commu-

nications Act and the Miscellaneous 
Appropriations Act, 200, to require auc-
tion of 700 megahertz spectrum in com-
pliance with existing statutory dead-
lines and to give the Federal Commu-
nications Commission discretion to set 
the auction date for all other spectrum 
auctions in the future; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, several 
years ago, after a period had gone by 
wherein spectrum available to the FCC 
to relicense had been involved in a lot-
tery process, I suggested that we auc-
tion spectrum. And after some time 
passed, Congress did see fit to follow 
that suggestion, and we have been hav-
ing spectrum auctions by the FCC. 

There is currently pending the auc-
tion of spectrum in the 747 to 762 mega-
hertz and 777 to 792 megahertz bands. 
That has been postponed several times 
now, and I think that is wrong. 

I do believe spectrum should be made 
available, in a competitive process, to 
those people who want to use it, and to 
improve our economy, to put into ef-
fect new technologies. But it should 
not be used just for speculation. And it 
should not be auctioned just because of 
market demands for spectrum, per se, 
in order to get the Government the 
highest level of return for the spec-
trum. 

The highest level of return to the 
taxpayers, in the long run, comes from 
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developing the spectrum, from enhanc-
ing the economy, and providing a long 
period of development for new tech-
nologies and new income streams, 
which will provide a new tax base for 
the Treasury. I believe we should reit-
erate to the FCC that it has the au-
thority to proceed. 

I will send to the desk a bill which 
would create the Auction Completion 
Timing Act, and it really is saying: Act 
now. The Commission has its author-
ity, and it should act within its own 
discretion. 

In order that this situation may not 
develop again, my bill also suggests fu-
ture spectrum auction deadlines will be 
determined by the Commission alone, 
unless Congress specifically passes a 
law that the President signs that would 
interfere with that authority. 

I believe the Federal Communica-
tions Act of 1934 should be amended to 
make clear that notwithstanding any 
other provisions we put in any bills to 
the contrary in the past, the Commis-
sion may determine the date of any 
auction conducted pursuant to section 
309(j) of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended. 

By Mr. WYDEN: 
S. 2482. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of the Interior to grant to Deschutes 
and Crook Counties in the State of Or-
egon a right-of-way to West Butte 
Road; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I 
introduce legislation transferring from 
Federal to county jurisdiction the West 
Butte Road, located in the counties of 
Crook and Deschutes, Oregon. In ex-
change for the new right-of-way for the 
West Butte Road, Crook and Deschutes 
counties will transfer their right-of- 
way on the George Millican Road to 
the U.S. Department of Interior Bureau 
of Land Management, BLM. 

The right-of-way exchange author-
ized by this legislation would clear the 
way for a paved road, pursued for more 
than 30 years by Prineville, in Crook 
County, OR, to connect their commu-
nity with U.S. Highway 20. Such a road 
would substantially enhance the eco-
nomic development potential for 
Prineville, a community suffering from 
15 percent unemployment, by providing 
an alternative route for passenger and 
commercial traffic traveling between 
Portland and Boise, ID. It would also 
encourage commerce in Prineville by 
efficiently directing traffic to the 
Prineville/Crook County Industrial 
Parks, areas set aside for the sole pur-
pose of promoting industrial diver-
sification within Crook County. By in-
creasing the traffic to these areas, the 
opportunity to promote and increase 
their occupancy would be greatly im-
proved. 

In addition to economic advantages, 
the paved road would provide impor-
tant environmental benefits. It would 
reduce traffic congestion on the over-
loaded highway 97 passing through 
Bend and Redmond, OR. It would elimi-

nate the prospect of major improve-
ments to the Crooked River Highway. 
The Crooked River Highway follows 
the meander of the Crooked River, a 
tributary of the salmon-bearing 
Deschutes River. Improvement of that 
road would entail substantial impacts 
to riparian areas, expensive bridge 
maintenance, and likely adverse effects 
to the river. In contrast, the proposed 
new road would reclaim a straight sec-
tion of the old Prineville-Lakeview 
highway, surveyed in 1915, which 
crosses flat desert lands and no ripar-
ian zones. In addition, the legislation 
directs the BLM to propose affirmative 
measures to protect wildlife and game 
habitat in the area traversed by the 
new road. 

Some suggest that this legislation is 
not necessary because the BLM already 
has the authority to issue a right-of- 
way. That may be true, but it is also 
true that the BLM decided it can make 
a decision on the county right-of-way 
application only thought an extended 
process, which close observers tell me 
could take anywhere from four to six 
years, with no guarantee of success. I 
am not willing to stake Prineville’s 
economic or environmental future on 
such an uncertainty. 

Improvement of the Millican/West 
Butte road is supported by the City of 
Prineville, Crook County, Deschutes 
County, the City of Bend, the City of 
Redmond, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation and the Central Oregon 
Transportation Commission. They have 
identified the new right-of-way as a 
means of reducing environmental im-
pacts associated with the existing road, 
reducing traffic congestion, improving 
the northwest-southeast connections 
between the state’s wealthiest and 
poorest regions, and offering the com-
munity the chance to retain its largest 
employers so as to address some of the 
economic woes of the region. 

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself, 
Mr. KERRY, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
JOHNSON): 

S. 2483. A bill to amend the Small 
Business Act to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration to establish a pilot program to 
provide regulatory compliance assist-
ance to small business concerns, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, in 
order to provide regulatory compliance 
assistance to small businesses, Senator 
KERRY and I are introducing the Sen-
ate companion bill to H.R. 203, the 
‘‘National Small Business Regulatory 
Assistance Act,’’ which passed the 
House last year by voice vote. I also 
want to thank Senators LANDRIEU, JEF-
FORDS, HARKIN, BINGAMAN, CARNAHAN, 
LEAHY, LIEBERMAN, and JOHNSON for 
their co-sponsorship. 

In today’s business environment, one 
of the greatest obstacles blocking the 

path to prosperity for America’s small 
businesses is regulatory compliance. 
Small businesses regularly find them-
selves lost in a maze of Federal regula-
tions that are designed to create safer 
and healthier workplaces. Chairman 
KERRY and I want all of our businesses 
to comply with the regulations that 
preserve the health, environment, and 
well-being of our workers and our com-
munities. But, too often, small busi-
nesses do not have access to the infor-
mation they need in order to comply 
with regulations in good faith. 

The National Small Business Regu-
latory Assistance Act calls for the es-
tablishment of a pilot project in which 
20 selected Small Business Develop-
ment Centers, SBDCs, would provide 
regulatory compliance assistance to 
small businesses. This pilot project 
would be administered by the Small 
Business Administration, SBA, which 
would be authorized to award grants 
between $150,000 and $300,000 to selected 
SBDCs. The bill also requires that the 
Congress receive a progress report an-
nually on the pilot program’s accom-
plishments at each SBDC. 

Under our legislation, SBDCs would 
need to form partnerships with Federal 
compliance programs, conduct edu-
cational and training activities and 
offer free-of-charge compliance coun-
seling to small business owners. Fur-
ther, the measure would guarantee pri-
vacy to those who receive compliance 
assistance. This privacy provision has 
also been extended to all small busi-
nesses that seek any assistance from 
their local SBDC. 

The adoption of the National Small 
Business Regulatory Assistance Act 
will provide small businesses with the 
support they need to navigate the often 
complicated world of Federal regula-
tions. 

I urge all Members of the Senate to 
join me in support of the National 
Small Business Regulatory Assistance 
Act of 2002. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my distinguished 
colleague, Senator MAX CLELAND, and 
the cosponsors of our legislation in in-
troducing the National Small Business 
Regulatory Assistance Act. 

The bill we are introducing today is 
the Senate version of H.R. 203, which 
bears the same name as our legislation. 
H.R. 203 passed the House by voice vote 
in October of last year with the strong 
support of the House Committee on 
Small Business. However, our version 
deals with several issues that have 
been raised since House passage and 
will help ensure that small businesses 
receive the regulatory compliance as-
sistance the legislation envisions. 

I am pleased to say that we have the 
full support of the Association of Small 
Business Development Centers, which 
has been working closely with us since 
January of this year to draft the Sen-
ate version of this legislation, cor-
recting several issues with the House 
passed bill. I am also pleased to say 
that we have kept Congressman 
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SWEENEY, the House sponsor, and Con-
gressman MANZULLO, chairman of the 
House Committee on Small Business, 
informed of our actions throughout the 
process to ensure our changes would 
have the support of the House com-
mittee, as should be the case. 

Small businesses, especially small 
businesses with few employees, often 
face a daunting task when seeking ad-
vice on how to comply with Federal 
regulations, particularly when imple-
mentation varies for different regions 
of the country, or from State to State. 
Many small businesses fail to comply 
with important and needed labor and 
environmental regulations not because 
they want to break the law, but be-
cause they are unaware of the actions 
they need to take to comply. Often, 
small businesses are afraid to seek 
guidance from Federal agencies for fear 
of exposing problems at their business. 

One important way to help small 
business comply with Federal regula-
tions is to provide them with free, con-
fidential advice outside of the normal 
relationship between a small business 
and a regulatory agency. The Small 
Business Administration’s, SBA, Small 
Business Development Centers, SBDC, 
are in a unique position to provide this 
type of assistance. 

Our bill establishes a pilot program 
to award competitive grants to 20 se-
lected SBDCs, two from each SBA re-
gion, which would allow these SBDCs 
to provide regulatory compliance as-
sistance to small businesses. The SBA 
would be authorized to award grants 
between $150,000 and $300,000, depending 
on the population of the SBDC’s State. 

Under our legislation, the SBDCs 
would need to form partnerships with 
Federal compliance programs, conduct 
educational and training activities and 
offer free-of-charge compliance coun-
seling to small business owners. Fur-
ther, the measure would guarantee pri-
vacy to those who receive compliance 
assistance. This privacy provision has 
also been extended to all small busi-
nesses that seek any assistance from 
their local SBDC. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today uses only SBA funds and will 
serve to complement current small 
business development assistance as 
well as existing compliance assistance 
programs. Versions of this legislation 
introduced in previous Congresses used 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
EPA, enforcement funds to pay for 
these grants. 

Small businesses can succeed when it 
comes to complying with Federal regu-
lations, if provided with the necessary 
tools and information. The National 
Small Business Regulatory Assistance 
Act will go a long way toward assisting 
our Nation’s small businesses who 
want to comply with Federal Regula-
tions. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2484. A bill to amend part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to 
reauthorize and improve the operation 
of temporary assistance to needy fami-
lies programs operated by Indian 
tribes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing the American Indian 
Welfare Reform Act of 2002, an impor-
tant step in improving the lives of this 
country’s Native Americans. I am glad 
to be joined by Senators JOHNSON and 
DASCHLE in this effort. 

In 1996 we enacted a sweeping welfare 
reform law. It was a long-past-due fun-
damental change and ended a failed 
system for helping low-income families 
in America. I was a strong supporter of 
that law. This year, we are reauthor-
izing it. As we in the Finance Com-
mittee have reviewed the evidence I 
have been struck by how successful it 
has been. The ranks of those dependent 
on welfare in this country has been re-
duced by half in just five years. There 
is more to be done, of course. Child 
poverty has declined but not by as 
much as the fall in the welfare case-
load, for example. I am at work with 
my Finance Committee colleague Sen-
ator GRASSLEY on comprehensive legis-
lation to renew and improve the 1996 
law. 

One important aspect of the 1996 law 
which is often overlooked is that it 
didn’t just devolve authority to States, 
it also permitted Indian tribes to oper-
ate their own welfare programs for the 
first time. The new welfare program, 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies, TANF, is very flexible. Tribes can 
take advantage of that flexibility to 
design culturally-appropriate programs 
to move people from welfare to work. 
This is smart policy and is consistent 
with the important value of tribal sov-
ereignty. I support it. 

My own State of Montana is home to 
several tribes and I have given much 
thought to how we can build upon the 
provisions of the 1996 welfare law to 
help them and their members. Too 
often in Montana, and elsewhere, pov-
erty has an Indian face. The numbers 
are cold and hard. According to the 
Census Bureau, 25 percent of American 
Indians live in poverty, more than 
twice the national poverty rate. The 
average household income for Indians 
in 2000 was only 75 percent of that of 
the rest of Americans. This is simply 
not right. We must do better. Welfare 
reform needs to work for everyone. 

Luckily, the provisions of the 1996 
law provide a good start. Now we must 
build upon them. The legislation I in-
troduce today, the product of extensive 
dialogue and consultation, does that in 
several important ways. 

First, more than 30 tribes, including 
the Confederated Salish-Kootenai and 
Fort Belknap tribes of Montana, have 
taken advantage of the opportunity to 
operate their own TANF programs. 
This bill contains provisions to help 
those tribes improve their programs. 
For example, tribes operating TANF 

are not eligible for the TANF high per-
formance bonus or the TANF contin-
gency fund while state TANF programs 
are. This oversight is rectified by this 
bill. 

Second, there are many tribes inter-
ested in operating TANF programs 
which do not believe the current set-up 
allows them to do so. They want to ex-
ercise their sovereignty and adapt 
their program to better fit the needs of 
their people. We should help them do 
so. To that end, I proposed creating a 
new grant fund to improve tribal gov-
ernmental capacity. We have funded 
State administrative capacity for dec-
ades, helping states buy computer sys-
tems and train workers. We should do 
the same for tribal human services ad-
ministration. Under this bill, a tribe 
which wants to operate TANF but 
needs to upgrade its computers to do it 
could receive the funding it needs, 
which will enable it to take over 
TANF. 

Third, there are some tribes not in-
terested in running a TANF program or 
a long time from being able to do it. 
Their low-income families will con-
tinue to receive assistance from State 
programs. I have included provisions to 
facilitate State-tribe dialogue in these 
cases so that the state can better un-
derstand the unique circumstances of 
each Indian reservation. We must en-
sure all Indian families are able to get 
help when they need it. 

Finally, there is the all-important 
issue of economic development. A Gen-
eral Accounting Office review of Cen-
sus Bureau data found that 25 of the 26 
counties in the U.S. with a majority of 
American Indians had poverty rates 
‘‘significantly’’ higher than average. 
Welfare reform is about moving people 
to work. On most of our Indian reserva-
tions there is simply far too little work 
to be had. Like everyone else, Indians 
want to work. We need to do better in 
giving them the opportunity. 

This legislation provides tribes with 
an expanded authority to issue bonds, 
which will encourage additional eco-
nomic activity on reservations, such as 
housing construction. This means more 
jobs, as well as a better quality of life. 
It also includes grants to help tribes 
improve their own economic develop-
ment strategies. Tribes with uniform 
commercial codes and effective micro- 
enterprise programs can see more busi-
ness activity on their lands. This bill 
helps tribes helps themselves. We need 
to let Indians find their own way to 
prosperity, not impose top-down strat-
egies. But we must make sure they 
have the tools to get there. 

This is an important bill. It includes 
other key provisions. One is a fine bill 
originally introduced by Senators 
DASCHLE and MCCAIN to allow tribes to 
receive direct Federal reimbursement 
for operating foster care programs. An-
other provision funds research on trib-
al welfare reform programs so we can 
learn what works as well as providing 
funds for ‘‘peer-learning’’ so that tribes 
can learn from one another. I am a 
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strong supporter of welfare reform. We 
need to make sure it works for every-
one. This bill does not. 

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of the legislation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE AMERICAN INDIAN WELFARE REFORM ACT 

OF 2002—SUMMARY 
I. FINDINGS 

The Federal Government bears a unique 
trust responsibility for American Indians. 
Despite this responsibility, Indians remain 
remarkably impoverished. According to the 
Census Bureau, 25.9 percent of American In-
dians live in poverty, more than twice the 
national poverty rate. The average house-
hold income for Indians in 2000 was only 75 
percent of that of the rest of Americans. In 
some States with substantial Indian popu-
lations the welfare caseload has become in-
creasingly Indian because it has been harder 
for Indians to leave welfare for work. A Gen-
eral Accounting Office review of Census Bu-
reau data found that 25 of the 26 counties in 
the U.S. with a majority of American Indi-
ans had poverty rates ‘‘significantly’’ higher 
than average. Further, many Indian tribes 
are located in isolated rural areas, far from 
economic opportunity. Welfare reform has 
not brought enough change to Indian Coun-
try. 

II. THE TRIBAL TANF IMPROVEMENT FUND 
The 1996 welfare reform law permits tribes 

to opt to operate their own Temporary As-
sistance for Needy Families, TANF, pro-
grams. A new Tribal TANF Improvement 
Fund of $500 million, to be available for five 
years, would be created to build upon these 
programs and allow more tribes to start 
them. It would have four parts: 

Tribal Capacity Grants.—State govern-
ments have benefitted from decades of fed-
eral investment in their administrative ca-
pacity, particularly in their information 
management systems. $225 million of the 
Fund would be reserved for grants to im-
prove tribal human services program infra-
structure, with a priority for management 
information systems and training. Tribes ap-
plying to operate TANF would be given pri-
ority. Tribes already operating TANF or ap-
plying to operate IV–E foster care programs 
with direct federal funding would also be eli-
gible for grants. HHS would be required to 
assure that tribes of all sizes received fund-
ing and to maximize the number of tribes 
which receive funding. Tribes would be eligi-
ble for one grant per year. 

Adjusted Tribal TANF Grants.—Tribes 
which take over operation of TANF often ex-
perience significant increases in caseload as 
poor families apply for help for the first time 
because they are more comfortable asking 
assistance from the tribe or simply because 
they are more able to access services. Yet 
tribal TANF allocations are based on esti-
mates of Indians served by state programs in 
1994, which can leave the tribe facing funding 
levels which are too low. To better support 
families in tribal TANF programs, $140 mil-
lion of the fund would be reserved for grants 
to tribal TANF programs where the tribe can 
demonstrate it has a significantly higher 
true caseload than originally estimated. 
Tribes with cash assistance caseloads two 
years after beginning operation of a TANF 
no program which are 20 percent higher than 
originally estimated would be eligible for ad-
ditional funding. The funds would be allo-
cated proportionate to a tribe’s size and 
service population as well as the caseload in-
crease, on the basis of a formula to be deter-

mined by HHS in consultation with tribes. 
The funding level would be $35 million per 
year, from FY 2004–2007. 

Tribal TANF MOE Incentive.—A key fac-
tor in tribes being able to operate TANF pro-
grams has been the willingness and ability of 
states to contribute funding as part of the 
broader state maintenance of effort, MOE, 
requirement. To encourage states to do this, 
up to an additional $120 million would be 
available for ‘‘rebates’’ of TANF funds to 
states which provide MOE support to tribal 
TANF programs. For each $1 in MOE funds 
provided, the federal government would pro-
vide an additional 30 cents in TANF funding 
to the state. If funding is insufficient, HHS 
would provide pro-rata funding to ensure 
each state contributing MOE receives a 
share of the incentive funds. 

Technical Assistance.—HHS would receive 
$15 million to provide technical assistance to 
tribes. At least $5 million on these funds 
would be reserved to support peer-learning 
programs among tribal administrators and 
at least $7.5 million would be reserved for 
grants to tribes to conduct feasibility stud-
ies of their capacity to operate TANF. 
III. TRIBAL TANF HIGH PERFORMANCE FUND AND 

CONTINGENCY FUND ACCESS 
There are separate sources of funding with-

in TANF that tribes do not have the ability 
to access. To better support tribal TANF 
programs, three percent of the current TANF 
‘‘high performance’’ bonus, or $6 million/ 
year, would be reserved for distribution to 
tribal TANF programs. The criteria would be 
determined by HHS through consultation 
with tribes, but should involve effectiveness 
in moving TANF recipients into employment 
and self-sufficiency. In addition, $25 million 
of the $2 billion TANF Contingency fund 
would be reserved for tribal TANF programs 
operating in situations of increased eco-
nomic hardship. The criteria for tribal access 
to the Contingency Fund would also be de-
termined by HHS through consultation with 
the tribes, but would include a worsening 
economic condition and loss of reservation 
employers. In addition, current restrictions 
on the use of ‘‘carryover’’ TANF funds would 
be eliminated, permitting tribes to spend 
prior year TANF funds with just as much 
flexibility as current year TANF funds. 

IV. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
There are three elements in the bill to 

stimulate more economic activity on eco-
nomically-depressed reservations. 

Expanded Tribal Authority To Issue Tax- 
Exempt Private Activity Bonds.—Currently, 
tribes have a limited authority to issue pri-
vate activity bonds for ‘‘essential’’ govern-
mental functions and for certain manufac-
turing-related purposes. This provision 
would allow bonds to be used for residential 
rental properties and qualified mortgage 
bonds, spurring construction. In addition, 
tribes could allocate authority for financing 
businesses that would qualify as enterprise 
zone businesses if the reservation were a 
zone. All property financed would have to be 
on the reservation of the issuing tribal gov-
ernment and qualified tribal governments 
would have to have an unemployment rate of 
at least 20 percent. Casinos and certain other 
forms of businesses could not be financed by 
the bonds. The authority would be for cal-
endar years 2003–2007, and up to $10 million 
total would be available for each qualifying 
tribe. 

Tribal Development Grants.—A key part of 
tribal economic development is the invest-
ment climate on the reservation. Tribes with 
clear legal codes and which encourage micro- 
enterprise activities are more likely to gen-
erate economic growth. To facilitate this, 
the Administration for Native Americans 
within HHS would receive $50 million to dis-

tribute in grants to tribes, tribal organiza-
tions and non-profit organizations to provide 
technical assistance to tribes in the areas of: 
development and improvement of uniform 
commercial codes; creating or expanding 
small business or micro-enterprise programs; 
development and improvement of tort liabil-
ity codes; creating or expanding tribal mar-
keting efforts; for-profit collaborative busi-
ness networks; and telecommunications. 

Job Access and Reverse Commute 
Grants.—A lack of transportation often 
hinders tribal economic development. To 
help address this need, tribes would be made 
directly eligible to receive Job Access and 
Reverse Commute grants from the federal 
Department of Transportation, which would 
permit tribes to pursue innovative TANF 
strategies around transportation. A tribal 
set-aside of 3 percent would be established in 
the program. Matching funds could be pro-
vided by tribes on an in-kind basis or with 
other federal funds, such as TANF. 

V. TRIBAL JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS 
There are currently two tribal job training 

programs, the NEW program and Welfare-to- 
Work grantees. To simplify and better co-or-
dinate programs, a new Tribal Employment 
Services Program, TESP, would be created 
in the Department of Labor by combining 
the two programs. It would be funded at $37 
million annually and distributed to current 
Tribal NEW and Welfare-to-Work grantees as 
well as new applicants. TESP funds could be 
used for employment training efforts for 
those on, or at-risk of being on, public assist-
ance. Tribes could also use the funds to as-
sist non-custodial parents of children on, or 
at risk of being on, public assistance. To en-
courage state-tribal partnerships, TANF 
funds transferred to tribal TESP programs 
would be governed by TESP rules, not TANF 
rules. The bill also clarifies that the single 
plan, single budget, and single reporting re-
quirements of PL 102–477 should be respected. 

VI. TRIBAL CHILD CARE 
The availability and quality of child care 

is basic to the success of welfare reform. 
Tribal welfare reform efforts are no excep-
tion. The tribal set-aside within the Child 
Care Development Block Grant, CCDBG, 
would be increased to 5 percent to better 
support tribal welfare reform programs. HHS 
would be required to go through a negotiated 
rulemaking process, in consultation with 
tribal representatives, to determine an equi-
table allocation of funds among tribes. In ad-
dition, each tribe receiving CCDBG funding 
would develop their own health and safety 
standards, subject to approval of HHS. Tribal 
child care programs would have additional 
authority to use funds for construction and 
renovation. 

VII. EQUITABLE ACCESS 
Many American Indians are—and will con-

tinue to be—served by state TANF programs. 
States will be required to consult with tribes 
within their borders on TANF state plans. 
Under current law, States are required to 
provide ‘‘equitable access’’ to services for In-
dians. State and tribal TANF plans would be 
required to describe how ‘‘equitable access’’ 
is provided to encourage better state-tribal 
co-operation. HHS would also be required to 
include in the annual TANF report to Con-
gress state-specific information on the demo-
graphics and case load characteristics of In-
dians served by state TANF programs. 

In addition, HHS would be required to con-
vene a new advisory committee on the status 
of non-reservation Indians. Too little is 
known about how these Indians are faring. 
The committee is to make recommendations 
for ensuring these Indians receive appro-
priate assistance. The committee would in-
clude Federal, State, and tribal representa-
tives as well as representatives of Indians 
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not residing on reservations. A majority of 
those on the committee should be represent-
atives of Indians not residing on reserva-
tions. GAO would also be required to conduct 
a study of the demographics of Indians not 
residing on reservations, including economic 
and health information, as well as reviewing 
their access to public benefits. 

VIII. JOBLESSNESS 
As acknowledged by the 1996 welfare law, 

the federal time limit on assistance is not an 
appropriate policy on Indian reservations 
with severe unemployment. This provision 
would be adjusted so that the time limit will 
not apply during months where the jobless-
ness is above 20 percent, provided that TANF 
recipients are not in sanction status. In addi-
tion, in these areas of high joblessness, 
states would have flexibility to define work 
activities required for TANF participants, 
provided the recipient is participating in ac-
tivities in accordance with an Individual Re-
sponsibility Plan and the state has included 
information in its state plan describing its 
policies in Indian Country areas of high job-
lessness. Tribal TANF programs already 
have flexibility in work activity definition. 

IX. ALASKA PROVISIONS 
The 1996 provision limits the ability of 

tribes in Alaska to design and operate pro-
grams. These provisions involving differen-
tial treatment for Alaskan Natives, such as 
those requiring tribal TANF programs to be 
‘‘comparable’’ to the state program, would 
be removed. 

X. TRIBAL FOSTER CARE PROGRAMS 
Due to a long-standing oversight, tribes 

are not allowed to receive direct federal re-
imbursement when they operate foster care 
programs to take care of abused and ne-
glected children. The provisions of S. 550, the 
Daschle-McCain legislation to rectify this 
oversight and allow tribes to receive direct 
federal funding to operate foster care pro-
grams, are included. 

XI. FOOD STAMPS, MEDICAID, AND SCHIP 
Tribes operating TANF programs would be 

given clear authority to perform eligibility 
determination for Food Stamps, Medicaid, 
and SCHIP. Quality control measures in each 
program would apply to tribes making such 
decisions, although states and tribes may ne-
gotiate separate agreements on these meas-
ures. 

XII. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
HHS would be required to promulgate final 

regulations concerning tribal child support 
programs within one year of enactment. 

XIII. SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT, SSBG 
When funding for SSBG exceeds $2.4 billion 

in a year, $10 million plus 2 percent of all 
funds beyond $2.4 billion is reserved for 
tribes. All tribes operating social service 
programs would be eligible for a share. HHS 
is required to develop a distribution formula 
through a consultation process with the 
tribes. 

XIV. RESEARCH 
$2 million would be provided to HHS for re-

search on tribal welfare programs and efforts 
to reduce poverty among American Indians 
in general. To expend the funds, HHS would 
first have to issue a planned course of re-
search and consultation with the tribes. Re-
search funding applicants which propose to 
include tribal governments and tribal col-
leges in their work would have priority. 

XV. FAITH-BASED INITIATIVE 
The HHS Office of Faith-Based and Com-

munity Initiatives would be required to con-
vene an advisory committee of Indians ex-
pert in social services and the spiritual as-
pects of traditional Indian cultures. This 
committee shall issue a report within 18 

months of enactment with ‘‘best practices’’ 
advice for tribal and state TANF administra-
tors. 

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, 
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. MILLER, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. CARNAHAN, and 
Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 2486. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to limit the de-
duction for advertising of FDA ap-
proved prescription drugs by the manu-
facturer of such drugs to the level of 
such manufacturer’s research and de-
velopment expenditures, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce the Fair Advertising 
and Increased Research Act, the FAIR 
Act. The FAIR Act is designed to lower 
prescription drug prices by limiting 
taxpayer subsidies to pharmaceutical 
companies for advertising to those for 
research and development. I am 
pleased to be joined by my colleagues, 
Senators DASCHLE, MILLER, DURBIN, 
CARNAHAN, and WELLSTONE. 

American taxpayers contribute about 
$16 billion a year to drug research 
through the National Institutes of 
Health. But what do they get for their 
investment? They get the highest drug 
prices in the world. 

At the same time, drug companies 
spend nearly $16 billion a year on ad-
vertising, marketing and promotion of 
prescription drugs. What does this 
mean for Americans? It means life-sav-
ing drugs become unaffordable. And 
unaffordable means unavailable or it 
means making cruel choices. For sen-
iors it can mean choosing between food 
and medicine. 

We need to do something to address 
excessive advertising that leads to 
higher and higher prescription drug 
prices. The FAIR Act will help do so. 
Simply, it will limit pharmaceutical 
companies’ deduction of annual ex-
penditures for advertising, promoting 
or marketing—in any medium—of any 
Food and Drug Administration ap-
proved prescription drug to the amount 
of research and development expendi-
tures in any taxable year. For example, 
if a company spends $110 million on ad-
vertising, promoting or marketing 
FDA approved prescription drugs and 
but spends only $100 million on re-
search and development in one year, 
the company would not be able to de-
duct $10 million of advertising expenses 
in that year. Any savings resulting 
from this legislation will be credited to 
the Medicare Trust Fund. 

This is necessary because recent evi-
dence shows that advertising, mar-
keting and promotion of prescription 
drugs is out of control. According to an 
analysis of company earnings reports, 
the top 11 pharmaceutical spend 30 per-
cent of their revenues on advertising, 
marketing, promotion, and administra-
tion and only 12 percent on research 
and development. Furthermore, phar-
maceutical companies have dramati-
cally increased their direct-to-con-
sumer advertising by 300 percent from 

1996 to 2000. Direct to consumer adver-
tising includes all of those television, 
radio and print ads you see and hear 
daily. 

I would like to provide one example 
of excessive advertising to demonstrate 
the need of this legislation. In the year 
2000, Merck spent $160 million adver-
tising Vioxx, a drug to treat arthritis. 
This is more than PepsiCo spent on 
promoting Pepsi—$125 million—and 
more than Anheuser-Busch allocated to 
get the American people to buy 
Budweiser—$136 million. 

This bill does not prevent the phar-
maceutical companies from advertising 
as much as they want. Under our Con-
stitution, they are free to do so. All we 
are seeking to do is limit how much 
the taxpayers should subsidize this ad-
vertising. We think the logical limit 
should be the amount that companies 
spend on research in a given year. 

While there is much compelling evi-
dence that pharmaceutical companies 
spend more on advertising, marketing, 
and promotion than research and de-
velopment, the trade association rep-
resenting these businesses, PhRMA, 
claims that they spend more on re-
search than on advertising. If this is 
true, then the pharmaceutical lobby-
ists should support this measure be-
cause it will not affect them and would 
only set a reasonable parameter for ad-
vertising in the future. 

We have to do something about spi-
raling prescription drug prices. This 
bill is a step in that direction. It will 
seek to stop taxpayer subsidies for ex-
cessive advertising and lower the price 
we pay for prescription drugs at our 
local pharmacy. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2486 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fair Adver-
tising and Increased Research (FAIR) Act’’. 
SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON TAX DEDUCTIONS FOR 

ADVERTISING BY FDA PRESCRIP-
TION DRUG MANUFACTURERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part IX of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 of subtitle A of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 (relating to items not de-
ductible) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 280I. LIMITATION ON TAX DEDUCTIONS 

FOR ADVERTISING BY FDA PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUG MANUFACTURERS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed under this chapter for any taxable 
year for any expenditure relating to the ad-
vertising, promoting, or marketing (in any 
medium) of any FDA prescription drug man-
ufactured by the taxpayer to the extent the 
aggregate amount of such expenditures ex-
ceeds the taxpayer’s aggregate research and 
development expenditures for such taxable 
year. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) FDA PRESCRIPTION DRUGS.—The term 
‘FDA prescription drug’ means any drug or 
biological approved by the Federal Drug Ad-
ministration which requires a prescription of 
a physician for its use by an individual. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4078 May 8, 2002 
‘‘(2) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT EXPENDI-

TURES.—The term ‘research and development 
expenditures’ means any expenditures which 
may be treated as expenses under section 174. 

‘‘(3) AGGREGATION RULES.—All members of 
the same controlled group of corporations 
(within the meaning of section 52(a)) and all 
persons under common control (within the 
meaning of section 52(b)) shall be treated as 
1 person.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for such part IX is amended by add-
ing after the item relating to section 280H 
the following: 

‘‘Sec. 280I. Limitation on tax deductions 
for advertising by fda prescrip-
tion drug manufacturers.’’ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001. 

(d) TRANSFER TO THE FEDERAL HOSPITAL IN-
SURANCE TRUST FUND OF RESULTING BUDG-
ETARY SAVINGS.—There is appropriated to 
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 
established under section 1817 of the Social 
Security Act amounts equal to the increase 
in Federal revenues resulting from the 
amendment made by subsection (a). Such ap-
propriated amounts shall be transferred from 
the general fund of the Treasury on the basis 
of estimates of such revenues made by the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 
RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 263—CON-
GRATULATING THE REPUBLIC 
OF CROATIA ON THE 10TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF ITS RECOGNITION 
BY THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. VOINOVICH, 
and Mr. BIDEN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 263 

Whereas the United States recognized the 
Republic of Croatia on April 7, 1992, acknowl-
edging the decision of the Croatian people to 
live in an independent, democratic, and sov-
ereign country; 

Whereas, during the 10 years since the rec-
ognition, the people of Croatia have over-
come the legacy of the autocratic Tudjman 
government and persevered in building a 
democratic society, based on the rule of law, 
respect for human rights, and a free market 
economy, as shown by the democratic par-
liamentary and presidential elections held in 
January and February 2000; 

Whereas the people and Government of the 
Republic of Croatia share the democratic 
values of the international community and 
the responsibility to uphold them, actively 
promoting democratic values in inter-
national organizations; 

Whereas Croatia, cooperating on the basis 
of partnership and solidarity, participates in 
the Vilnius Group, which is committed to 
the common values of security and demo-
cratic stability through future North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization membership; 

Whereas Croatia is a reliable friend and 
ally of the United States, actively contrib-
uting to the stabilization of South Central 
Europe; and 

Whereas Croatia immediately positioned 
itself within the antiterrorism coalition of 
nations, sharing the common interests and 
values of the free and democratic world: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) commends the Republic of Croatia for 

the significant progress it has made during 
the past decade, and encourages its demo-
cratic orientation and further strengthening 
of respect for human rights, the rule of law, 
and the free market; 

(2) supports the Republic of Croatia’s aspi-
rations to become a member of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO), wel-
comes its commitment to the reforms re-
quired for NATO membership, acknowledges 
the importance of its continued commitment 
to those reforms, and recommends its ac-
ceptance into the Membership Action Plan 
at the NATO Ministerial in Reykjavik, Ice-
land in May 2002; 

(3) encourages Croatia’s continued con-
tributions in bringing peace, stability, and 
prosperity to the region of South Central Eu-
rope, including continuing its cooperation 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the former Yugoslavia; and 

(4) recognizes the important role of the 
Croatian-American community in sup-
porting the strengthening of bilateral rela-
tions between the United States and the Re-
public of Croatia. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 264—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT SMALL BUSINESS 
PARTICIPATION IS VITAL TO 
THE DEFENSE OF OUR NATION, 
AND THAT FEDERAL, STATE, 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
SHOULD AGGRESSIVELY SEEK 
OUT AND PURCHASE INNOVA-
TIVE TECHNOLOGIES AND SERV-
ICES FROM AMERICAN SMALL 
BUSINESSES TO HELP IN HOME-
LAND DEFENSE AND THE FIGHT 
AGAINST TERRORISM 

Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
BOND) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship: 

S. RES. 264 

Whereas on September 11, 2001, the people 
of the United States were subject to the 
worst terrorist attack in American history; 

Whereas in October 2001, the Pentagon’s 
Technical Support Working Group, which is 
responsible for seeking new technologies to 
assist the military, sent an urgent plea, 
seeking ideas on how to fight terrorism; 

Whereas in just 2 months, over 12,500 ideas 
were submitted to the Technical Support 
Working Group, most of them from small 
businesses; 

Whereas small businesses remain the most 
innovative sector of the United States econ-
omy, accounting for the vast majority of 
new product ideas and technological innova-
tions; and 

Whereas despite their achievements, small 
businesses often have difficulty marketing 
and supplying goods and services to Federal, 
State, and local governments: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) small business participation is vital to 
the defense of the United States and should 
play an active role in assisting the United 
States military, Federal intelligence and law 
enforcement agencies, and State and local 
police forces to combat terrorism through 
the design and development of innovative 
products; and 

(2) Federal, State, and local governments 
should aggressively seek out and purchase 

innovative technologies and services from, 
and promote research opportunities for, 
American small businesses to help in home-
land defense and the fight against terrorism. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to submit a Resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate that 
small business participation is vital to 
the defense of our Nation, and that 
Federal, State, and local governments 
should aggressively seek out and pur-
chase innovative technologies and 
services from American small busi-
nesses to help in homeland defense and 
the fight against terrorism. 

Since the events of September 11, the 
people of our Nation have come to-
gether in many ways to help protect 
our land and its citizens. Whether it is 
the high number of individuals signing 
up to become Sky Marshals, fighter pi-
lots pulling letters of resignation and 
staying in the military, expressions of 
pride through the display of the Amer-
ican flag or other patriot memorabilia, 
or the desire of innovative small busi-
nesses to sell products to the Federal 
Government for the fight against ter-
rorism or for homeland defense, the 
ground swell of patriotism has been 
truly uplifting. 

But today, I want to focus the atten-
tion of my colleagues on the contribu-
tions being made specifically by our 
small businesses. Throughout the 
years, small businesses have also heard 
the call to arms and to defend the na-
tion, and have responded through the 
development of innovative products to 
protect our Nation. 

Whether it’s a need for a new type of 
night vision scope for a lonely sniper in 
the field, lighter materials for a Ma-
rine’s backpack, more reliable field 
communications gear, or nonlethal 
weaponry, America’s small businesses 
have heard the call and met the chal-
lenge. 

Fortunately, our government has 
recognized the need to promote a di-
verse defense industrial base, and since 
World War II, the Federal Government 
has actively sought to grow and main-
tain a thriving small business sector. 
And like many policies designed to pro-
mote defense, government policy to 
foster small business creation and 
growth has turned out to be a great 
boon for the U.S. economy. Today, 
small businesses represent more than 
99 percent of all employers, employ 51 
percent of private sector workers, ac-
count for 96 percent of all exporters of 
goods, and provide 75 percent of net 
new jobs. Additionally, small busi-
nesses are more adaptable, more inno-
vative and more likely to retain and 
hire employees during an economic 
downturn than their larger brethren. 

Our government’s commitment to 
purchasing goods and services from 
small businesses is a key element in 
creating a positive environment for 
small business creation and growth. It 
results in more competition and in-
creased productivity, which leads to 
lower prices and new innovations. 

Yet with all of these positive ele-
ments, today, we are faced with a 
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unique challenge. Budgetary pressures 
in the Federal Government have re-
sulted in demands for faster and cheap-
er purchases of goods and services. Fed-
eral procurement personnel have re-
tired and not been replaced, govern-
ment streamlining has hurt competi-
tion by eliminating or severely reduc-
ing the array of small business sup-
pliers in the Federal procurement 
arena, and contract bundling has made 
it increasingly more difficult for small 
businesses to compete for government 
contracts. 

That is why, as our Nation looks for 
new technologies to promote homeland 
defense and fight terrorism, small busi-
nesses should play an active role. 

I would like to commend the Penta-
gon’s Technical Support Working 
Group, which is responsible for seeking 
new technologies to assist the mili-
tary, for sending an urgent plea seek-
ing ideas on how to fight terrorism. 
America’s small businesses responded, 
and in just two months, over 12,500 
ideas were submitted to the Technical 
Support Working Group, most of them 
from small businesses. 

This not only demonstrates the com-
mitment of America’s small businesses 
and demonstrates their ability to be in-
novative, it clearly shows that when 
the Federal Government calls for ac-
tion, small businesses respond. 

The Resolution I am introducing 
today, along with the support of Sen-
ator BOND, the ranking member of the 
Committee on Small Business and En-
trepreneurship, which I chair, seeks to 
encourage Federal procurement offi-
cials to seek out and purchase innova-
tive technologies and services from, 
and promote research opportunities 
for, American small businesses to help 
in homeland defense and the fight 
against terrorism. 

This Resolution is a precursor to the 
Small Business Homeland Defense Ex-
position that Senator BOND and I are 
jointly sponsoring, which will take 
place this July here on Capitol Hill. At 
the Expo, a selection of small busi-
nesses will help send the message to 
Federal officials that they should look 
to small businesses for true innova-
tions that will help us win the war 
against terrorism. The Expo will show-
case high-tech, innovative products 
that have been developed by our na-
tion’s small businesses. 

For the last month, Senator BOND 
and I have been soliciting small busi-
ness homeland defense nominees from 
our colleagues, so that we can select 
truly unique products for the Expo. As 
expected, the response has been enthu-
siastic and I would encourage all of my 
colleagues to attend this event so that 
they may see and try these products. 
My only regret is that we do not have 
the space available to allow every 
small business to participate. However, 
every nominee will be included in our 
event book highlighting these innova-
tive small businesses. 

I would like to conclude by once 
again stressing the importance of our 

Nation’s small businesses, both to our 
economic security and our national se-
curity. Supporting small businesses is 
supporting America. 

I urge all of my colleagues to cospon-
sor this Resolution. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 265—RECOG-
NIZING THE ELLIS ISLAND 
MEDAL OF HONOR AND COM-
MENDING THE NATIONAL ETHNIC 
COALITION OF ORGANIZATIONS 

Mrs. CLINTON submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. 265 

Whereas the Ellis Island Medal of Honor, 
established by the National Ethnic Coalition 
of Organizations in 1986, pays tribute to indi-
viduals of various ethnic origins who have 
distinguished themselves through their con-
tributions to the United States; 

Whereas the Ellis Island Medal of Honor 
has been awarded on a bipartisan basis to 6 
Presidents and numerous Representatives 
and Senators; 

Whereas the National Ethnic Coalition of 
Organizations is the largest organization of 
its kind in the United States, representing 
more than 5,000,000 family members and serv-
ing as an umbrella group for more than 250 
organizations that span the spectrum of eth-
nic heritage, culture, and religion; 

Whereas the mandate of the National Eth-
nic Coalition of Organizations is to preserve 
ethnic diversity, promote equality and toler-
ance, combat injustice, and bring about har-
mony and unity among all peoples; 

Whereas the Ellis Island Medal of Honor is 
named for the gateway through which more 
than 12,000,000 immigrants passed in their 
quest for freedom of speech, freedom of reli-
gion, and economic opportunity; 

Whereas the Ellis Island Medal of Honor 
celebrates the richness and diversity of 
American life by honoring not only individ-
uals, but the pluralism and democracy that 
have enabled the Nation’s ethnic groups to 
maintain their identities while becoming in-
tegral parts of the American way of life; 

Whereas during the 15-year history of the 
Ellis Island Medal of Honor, more than 1,500 
individuals from scores of different ethnic 
groups have received the Medal, and more 
than 5,000 individuals are nominated each 
year for the Medal; and 

Whereas at the 2002 Ellis Island Medal of 
Honor ceremony in New York City, individ-
uals from different ethnic groups will be hon-
ored for their contributions to the rescue 
and recovery efforts of September 11, 2001, 
the war against terrorism, and the enhance-
ment of the Nation’s homeland security: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the Ellis Island Medal of 

Honor for acknowledging individuals who 
live exemplary lives as Americans while pre-
serving the values of their particular ethnic 
groups; and 

(2) commends the National Ethnic Coali-
tion of Organizations for its— 

(A) sponsorship of the Ellis Island Medal of 
Honor; and 

(B) ongoing work to promote harmony and 
understanding between groups. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3394. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 

3009, to extend the Andean Trade Preference 
Act, to grant additional trade benefits under 
that Act, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3395. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and 
Mr. DEWINE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
3009, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 3396. Mr. DAYTON (for himself, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. WELLSTONE, Ms. COLLINS, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. ENZI, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. CAMPBELL, Ms. STABE-
NOW, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr. 
BURNS) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 3386 proposed 
by Mr. DASCHLE to the bill (H.R. 3009) supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3397. Mr. BAYH (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, and Mrs. CARNAHAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 3386 proposed by Mr. 
DASCHLE to the bill (H.R. 3009) supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 3394. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 3009, to extend the 
Andean Trade Preference Act, to grant 
additional trade benefits under that 
Act, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 248, strike line 21 and 
all that follows through page 249, line 4, and 
insert the following: 

(v) providing strong enforcement of intel-
lectual property rights, including through 
accessible, expeditious, and effective civil, 
administrative, and criminal enforcement 
mechanisms; 

(B) to secure fair, equitable, and non-dis-
criminatory market access opportunities for 
United States persons that rely upon intel-
lectual property protection; and 

(C) to respect the Declaration on the 
TRIPS Agreement and Public Health, adopt-
ed by the World Trade Organization at the 
Fourth Ministerial Conference at Doha, 
Qatar on November 14, 2001. 

SA 3395. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mr. DEWINE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 3009, to extend the An-
dean Trade Preference Act, to grant 
additional trade benefits under that 
Act, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new title: 

TITLE ll—BUSINESS INCUBATION 
SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘Linking Educators and Developing 
Entrepreneurs for Reaching Success Act of 
2002’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Business incubators housed in academic 
settings provide unique educational opportu-
nities for students, provide entrepreneurs 
with enhanced access to a skilled workforce, 
and bring a wealth of resources to business, 
academia, and communities. 

(2) Academic affiliated incubators bridge 
the missions of academic institutions by 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4080 May 8, 2002 
bringing together education, economic devel-
opment, and technology commercialization 
efforts. 

(3) Studies have shown that incubator ten-
ant companies have an average success rate 
of 87 percent, and 90 percent for technology- 
based incubator tenant companies. These 
success rates are dramatically higher than 
the success rates for companies in the gen-
eral economy. 

(4) Incubator companies are also more like-
ly to remain in the same communities as 
they grow and to provide high paying jobs 
and benefits to their employees. 

(5) Business incubators help academic in-
stitutions contribute to local goals of sus-
taining economic development in their sur-
rounding communities. 

(6) Education in entrepreneurship and 
other business formation skills is essential 
to business success and sustainable economic 
development. 

(7) Studies have shown that every 50 jobs 
created by a business in an incubator gen-
erate another 25 jobs in that incubator’s 
community. 

(8) Business incubators are of particular 
value in communities that have seen signifi-
cant job displacement due to overwhelming 
competition from exports. 
SEC. ll02. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to encourage 
entrepreneurship by increasing the role for 
academia in entrepreneurship by providing 
space and expertise in an academic setting to 
house and support new and emerging small 
businesses. 
SEC. ll03. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) DEGREE-GRANTING INSTITUTION.—The 

term ‘‘degree-granting institution’’ means 
an institution of higher education, as defined 
in section 101 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001), that awards an associate 
or baccalaureate degree. 

(2) INCUBATOR.—The term ‘‘incubator’’ 
means an entity affiliated with or housed in 
a degree-granting institution that provides 
space and coordinated and specialized serv-
ices to entrepreneurial businesses which 
meet selected criteria during the businesses’ 
startup phase, including providing services 
such as shared office space and services, ac-
cess to equipment, access to telecommuni-
cations and technology services, flexible 
leases, specialized management assistance, 
access to financing, and other coordinated 
business or technical support services. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 
SEC. ll04. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to support the establishment and devel-
opment of incubators. 

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—From the 
amount appropriated under section ll09, 
the Secretary— 

(1) shall reserve 80 percent of the amount 
to— 

(A) make awards, on a competitive basis, 
in amounts of $500,000 to $750,000, to help ac-
quire or renovate space for incubators; and 

(B) make awards, on a competitive basis, 
in amounts of $50,000 to $150,000, for— 

(i) developing curricula; 
(ii) providing services, including— 
(I) preparing corporate charters, partner-

ship agreements, and basic contracts; 
(II) assisting with patents, trademarks, 

and copyrights; and 
(III) providing technology acquisition serv-

ices; or 
(iii) providing programming for entre-

preneurs housed in an incubator; 
(2) shall reserve 10 percent of the amount 

to make awards, on a competitive basis, in 
amounts of $50,000 to $150,000, for feasibility 

studies for determining the need for or siting 
of incubators; and 

(3) shall reserve 10 percent for research re-
garding best practices for incubator pro-
grams, including the development of a 
benchmarking system based on uniform 
measures, and for dissemination of informa-
tion regarding such practices. 

(c) CONTRACTS.—The Secretary is author-
ized to contract with organizations with ex-
pertise in business incubation practices for 
the purposes of carrying out subsection 
(b)(3). 

(d) RECIPIENTS.—The Secretary shall make 
an award— 

(1) described in subsection (b)(1) to a non-
profit entity that has a strong affiliation 
with a degree-granting institution and man-
ages or provides technical assistance to the 
degree-granting institution’s affiliated incu-
bator, or if no nonprofit entity manages or 
provides technical assistance to the incu-
bator, to the degree-granting institution 
managing the incubator; or 

(2) described in subsection (b)(2) to a de-
gree-granting institution, or a nonprofit mu-
nicipality, city, township, or community de-
velopment organization. 
SEC. ll05. USES OF FUNDS. 

Funds awarded under section ll04(b)(1)(B) 
may be used for— 

(1) curriculum, training, or technical as-
sistance developed by academic faculty with 
participation from entrepreneurship experts 
and local government leaders; 

(2) programming that contributes to a co-
ordinated set of business assistance tools, 
such as developing management teams, pro-
viding workforce development, forming stra-
tegic alliances, developing capital formation 
networks, and developing customized plans 
to help entrepreneurs meet the challenges of 
doing business in their specific communities; 
or 

(3) hiring staff to coordinate the activities 
described in paragraph (1) or (2) or for cur-
riculum development. 
SEC. ll06. APPLICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each entity desiring as-
sistance under this title shall submit an ap-
plication to the Secretary at such time, in 
such manner, and accompanied by such in-
formation as the Secretary may require. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each application shall con-
tain an assurance that the activities to be 
assisted— 

(1) have the support of the municipality, 
city, or township in which the incubator is 
housed or proposed to be housed; and 

(2) are consistent with the local economic 
development or strategic master plan. 

(c) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall give pri-
ority to funding applications under this title 
that provide strong educational opportuni-
ties to students in entrepreneurship, and 
that require significant collaboration be-
tween businesses, academia, and local gov-
ernment and economic development leaders. 

(d) CONSIDERATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may give 

consideration to funding applications under 
this title that support— 

(A) the building of new incubators; 
(B) incubators located in economically dis-

tressed areas; 
(C) incubators with successful graduation 

rates for tenant companies; 
(D) incubators that have shown demon-

strable economic benefits in their sur-
rounding communities; 

(E) incubators that work with faculty en-
trepreneurs or university-based research; or 

(F) incubators located in rural areas, inner 
city areas, Indian reservations or pueblos, 
where the presence of an incubator may en-
hance and diversify the area’s economy 
through expanded technology commer-
cialization. 

(2) DEFINITION OF CONSIDERATION.—In this 
subsection the term ‘‘consideration’’ means 
thought and does not mean priority. 
SEC. ll07. MATCHING FUNDS. 

Each entity receiving Federal assistance 
under section ll04(b)(1) shall contribute 
matching funds, in an amount equal to the 
amount of Federal assistance received under 
this title, toward the costs of the activities 
assisted under this title. The non-Federal 
share required under this section may be 
provided in the form of in-kind contribu-
tions. 
SEC. ll08. REPORT. 

The Secretary, at the end of the third year 
for which assistance is provided under this 
title, shall prepare and submit to Congress a 
report that— 

(1) describes the most effective or innova-
tive additions to curricula developed under 
this title; 

(2) contains a comparison of small business 
survival rates for small businesses that 
started up in incubators versus small busi-
nesses that did not so start; 

(3) describes factors leading to the success 
of incubator businesses (if any); 

(4) describes the best role for degree-grant-
ing institutions in business incubation; and 

(5) contains a comparison of academic-af-
filiated incubators of specific missions and 
ages supported under this title with incuba-
tors with similar missions and ages that are 
not supported under this title. 
SEC. ll09. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out this title $20,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 2005. 

SA 3396. Mr. DAYTON (for himself, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ENZI, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr. BURNS) sub-
mitted an amendment to be proposed 
to amendment SA 3386 proposed by Mr. 
DASCHLE to the bill (H.R. 3009) to ex-
tend the Andean Trade Preference Act, 
to grant additional trade benefits 
under that Act, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of section 2103(b), add the fol-
lowing: 

(4) LIMITATIONS ON TRADE AUTHORITIES PRO-
CEDURES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the provisions of sec-
tion 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (trade au-
thorities procedures) shall not apply to any 
provision in an implementing bill being con-
sidered by the Senate that modifies or 
amends, or requires a modification of, or an 
amendment to, any law of the United States 
that provides safeguards from unfair foreign 
trade practices to United States businesses 
or workers, including— 

(i) imposition of countervailing and anti-
dumping duties (title VII of the Tariff Act of 
1930; 19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.); 

(ii) protection from unfair methods of com-
petition and unfair acts in the importation 
of articles (section 337 of the Tariff Act of 
1930; 19 U.S.C. 1337); 

(iii) relief from injury caused by import 
competition (title II of the Trade Act of 1974; 
19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.); 
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(iv) relief from unfair trade practices (title 

III of the Trade Act of 1974; 19 U.S.C. 2411 et 
seq.); or 

(v) national security import restrictions 
(section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962; 19 U.S.C. 1862). 

(B) POINT OF ORDER IN SENATE.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con-

sidering an implementing bill, upon a point 
of order being made by any Senator against 
any part of the implementing bill that con-
tains material in violation of subparagraph 
(A), and the point of order is sustained by 
the Presiding Officer, the part of the imple-
menting bill against which the point of order 
is sustained shall be stricken from the bill. 

(ii) WAIVERS AND APPEALS.— 
(I) WAIVERS.—Before the Presiding Officer 

rules on a point of order described in clause 
(i), any Senator may move to waive the 
point of order and the motion to waive shall 
not be subject to amendment. A point of 
order described in clause (i) is waived only 
by the affirmative vote of at least three- 
fifths of the Members of the Senate, duly 
chosen and sworn. 

(II) APPEALS.—After the Presiding Officer 
rules on a point of order under this subpara-
graph, any Senator may appeal the ruling of 
the Presiding Officer on the point of order as 
it applies to some or all of the provisions on 
which the Presiding Officer ruled. A ruling of 
the Presiding Officer on a point of order de-
scribed in clause (i) is sustained unless at 
least three-fifths of the Members of the Sen-
ate, duly chosen and sworn, vote not to sus-
tain the ruling. 

(III) DEBATE.—Debate on a motion to waive 
under subclause (I) or on an appeal of the 
ruling of the Presiding Officer under sub-
clause (II) shall be limited to 1 hour. The 
time shall be equally divided between, and 
controlled by, the majority leader and the 
minority leader, or their designees. 

SA 3397. Mr. BAYH (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, and Mrs. CARNAHAN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 3386 proposed by Mr. 
DASCHLE to the bill (H.R. 3009) to ex-
tend the Andean Trade Preference Act, 
to grant additional trade benefits 
under that Act, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 303. COMMUNITY WORKFORCE PARTNER-

SHIPS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Community Workforce Devel-
opment and Modernization Partnership 
Act’’. 

(b) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Title II of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.) (as 
amended by sections 401 and 501) is further 
amended by inserting after chapter 7 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘CHAPTER 8—COMMUNITY WORKFORCE 
PARTNERSHIPS 

‘‘SEC. 299K. AUTHORIZATION. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made 

available to carry out this chapter, the Sec-
retary of Labor (referred to in this chapter 
as the ‘Secretary’), in consultation with the 
Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of 
Education, shall award grants on a competi-
tive basis to eligible entities described in 
subsection (b) to assist each entity to— 

‘‘(1) help workers improve those job skills 
that are necessary for employment by busi-
nesses in the industry with respect to which 
the entity was established; 

‘‘(2) help dislocated workers find employ-
ment; and 

‘‘(3) upgrade the operating and competitive 
capacities of businesses that are members of 
the entity. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An eligible entity 
described in this subsection is a consortium 
(either established prior to the date of enact-
ment of the Community Workforce Develop-
ment and Modernization Partnership Act or 
established specifically to carry out pro-
grams under this chapter) that— 

‘‘(1) shall include— 
‘‘(A) 2 or more businesses (or nonprofit or-

ganizations representing businesses) that are 
facing similar workforce development or 
business modernization challenges; 

‘‘(B) labor organizations, if the businesses 
described in subparagraph (A) employ work-
ers who are covered by collective bargaining 
agreements; and 

‘‘(C) 1 or more businesses (or nonprofit or-
ganizations that represent businesses) with 
resources or expertise that can be brought to 
bear on the workforce development and busi-
ness modernization challenges referred to in 
subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(2) may include— 
‘‘(A) State governments and units of local 

government; 
‘‘(B) educational institutions; 
‘‘(C) labor organizations; or 
‘‘(D) nonprofit organizations. 
‘‘(c) COMMON GEOGRAPHIC REGION.—To the 

maximum extent practicable, the organiza-
tions that are members of an eligible entity 
described in subsection (b) shall be located 
within a single geographic region of the 
United States. 

‘‘(d) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION.—In awarding 
grants under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall give priority consideration to— 

‘‘(1) eligible entities that serve dislocated 
workers or workers who are threatened with 
becoming totally or partially separated from 
employment; 

‘‘(2) eligible entities that include busi-
nesses with fewer than 250 employees; or 

‘‘(3) eligible entities from a geographic re-
gion in the United States that has been ad-
versely impacted by the movement of manu-
facturing operations or businesses to other 
regions or countries, due to corporate re-
structuring, technological advances, Federal 
law, international trade, or another factor, 
as determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(e) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, an entity shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may rea-
sonably require. 
‘‘SEC. 299L. PARTNERSHIP ACTIVITIES. 

‘‘(a) USE OF GRANT AMOUNTS.—Each eligi-
ble entity that receives a grant under sec-
tion 299K shall use the amount made avail-
able through the grant to carry out a pro-
gram that provides— 

‘‘(1) workforce development activities to 
improve the job skills of individuals who 
have, are seeking, or have been dislocated 
from, employment with a business that is a 
member of that eligible entity, or with a 
business that is in the industry of a business 
that is a member of that eligible entity; 

‘‘(2) business modernization activities; or 
‘‘(3) activities that are— 
‘‘(A) workforce investment activities (in-

cluding such activities carried out through 
one-stop delivery systems) carried out under 
subtitle B of title I of the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 (42 U.S.C. 2811 et seq.); or 

‘‘(B) activities described in section 25 of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278k). 

‘‘(b) ACTIVITIES INCLUDED.— 
‘‘(1) WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.— 

The workforce development activities re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1) may include ac-
tivities that— 

‘‘(A) develop skill standards and provide 
training, including— 

‘‘(i) assessing the training and job skill 
needs of the industry involved; 

‘‘(ii) developing a sequence of skill stand-
ards that are benchmarked to advanced in-
dustry practices; 

‘‘(iii) developing curricula and training 
methods; 

‘‘(iv) purchasing, leasing, or receiving do-
nations of training equipment; 

‘‘(v) identifying and developing the skills 
of training providers; 

‘‘(vi) developing apprenticeship programs; 
and 

‘‘(vii) developing training programs for dis-
located workers; 

‘‘(B) assist workers in finding new employ-
ment; or 

‘‘(C) provide supportive services to workers 
who— 

‘‘(i) are participating in a program carried 
out by the entity under this chapter; and 

‘‘(ii) are unable to obtain the supportive 
services through another program providing 
the services. 

‘‘(2) BUSINESS MODERNIZATION ACTIVITIES.— 
The business modernization activities re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(2) may include ac-
tivities that upgrade technical or organiza-
tional capabilities in conjunction with im-
proving the job skills of workers in a busi-
ness that is a member of that entity. 
‘‘SEC. 299M. SEED GRANTS AND OUTREACH AC-

TIVITIES. 
‘‘(a) SEED GRANTS.—The Secretary may 

provide technical assistance and award fi-
nancial assistance (not to exceed $150,000 per 
award) on such terms and conditions as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate— 

‘‘(1) to businesses, nonprofit organizations 
representing businesses, and labor organiza-
tions, for the purpose of establishing an eli-
gible entity; and 

‘‘(2) to entities described in paragraph (1) 
and established eligible entities, for the pur-
pose of preparing such application materials 
as may be required under section 299K(e). 

‘‘(b) OUTREACH AND PROMOTIONAL ACTIVI-
TIES.—The Secretary may undertake such 
outreach and promotional activities as the 
Secretary determines will best carry out the 
objectives of this chapter. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATIONS ON EXPENDITURES.—The 
Secretary may not use more than 10 percent 
of the amount authorized to be appropriated 
under section 299P to carry out this section. 
‘‘SEC. 299N. LIMITATIONS ON FUNDING. 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT OF MATCHING FUNDS.— 
The Secretary may not award a grant under 
this chapter to an eligible entity unless such 
entity agrees that the entity will make 
available non-Federal contributions toward 
the costs of carrying out activities funded by 
that grant in an amount that is not less than 
$2 for each $1 of Federal funds made avail-
able through the grant. 

‘‘(b) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(1) shall, in awarding grants under this 
chapter, give priority consideration to those 
entities whose members offer in-kind con-
tributions; and 

‘‘(2) may not consider any in-kind con-
tribution in lieu of or as any part of the con-
tributions required under subsection (a). 

‘‘(c) SENIOR MANAGEMENT TRAINING AND 
DEVELOPMENT.—An eligible entity may not 
use any amount made available through a 
grant awarded under this chapter for train-
ing and development activities for senior 
management, unless that entity certifies to 
the Secretary that expenditures for the ac-
tivities are— 

‘‘(1) an integral part of a comprehensive 
modernization plan; or 

‘‘(2) dedicated to team building or em-
ployee involvement programs. 

‘‘(d) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Each eligi-
ble entity shall, in carrying out the activi-
ties referred to in section 299L, provide for 
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development of, and tracking of performance 
according to, performance outcome meas-
ures. 

‘‘(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Each eligible 
entity may use not more than 20 percent of 
the amount made available to that entity 
through a grant awarded under this chapter 
to pay for administrative costs. 

‘‘(f) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT.—No eligi-
ble entity may receive— 

‘‘(1) a grant under this chapter in an 
amount of more than $1,000,000 for any fiscal 
year; or 

‘‘(2) grants under this chapter in any 
amount for more than 3 fiscal years. 

‘‘(g) SUPPORT FOR EXISTING OPERATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In making grants under 

this chapter, the Secretary may use a por-
tion equal to not more than 50 percent of the 
funds appropriated to carry out this chapter 
for a fiscal year, to support the existing 
training and modernization operations of ex-
isting eligible entities. 

‘‘(2) ENTITIES.—The Secretary may award a 
grant to an existing eligible entity for exist-
ing training and modernization operations 
only if the entity— 

‘‘(A) currently offers (as of the date of the 
award of the grant) a combination of train-
ing, modernization, and business assistance 
services; 

‘‘(B) targets industries with jobs that tra-
ditionally have low wages; 

‘‘(C) targets industries that are faced with 
chronic job loss; and 

‘‘(D) has demonstrated success in accom-
plishing the objectives of activities described 
in section 299L. 

‘‘(3) APPLICATION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to support for the expansion of train-
ing and modernization operations of existing 
eligible entities. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) EXISTING TRAINING AND MODERNIZATION 

ACTIVITY.—The term ‘existing training and 
modernization activity’ means a training 
and modernization activity carried out prior 
to the date of enactment of the Community 
Workforce Development and Modernization 
Partnership Act. 

‘‘(B) EXISTING ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term 
‘existing eligible entity’ means an eligible 
entity that was established prior to the date 
of enactment of the Community Workforce 
Development and Modernization Partnership 
Act. 
‘‘SEC. 299O. EVALUATION. 

‘‘Not later than 3 years after the date of 
enactment of the Community Workforce De-
velopment and Modernization Partnership 
Act, the Secretary shall prepare and submit 
to Congress a report on the effectiveness of 
the activities carried out under this chapter. 
‘‘SEC. 299P. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 

to carry out this chapter— 
‘‘(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; 
‘‘(2) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(3) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(4) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; and 
‘‘(5) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 2007.’’. 
(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2101 
et seq.) (as amended in section 701(a)) is fur-
ther amended by inserting after the items re-
lating to chapter 7 of title II the following: 

‘‘CHAPTER 8—COMMUNITY WORKFORCE 
PARTNERSHIPS 

‘‘Sec. 299K. Authorization. 
‘‘Sec. 299L. Partnership activities. 
‘‘Sec. 299M. Seed grants and outreach 

activities. 
‘‘Sec. 299N. Limitations on funding. 
‘‘Sec. 299O. Evaluation. 
‘‘Sec. 299P. Authorization of appropria-

tions.’’. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS/MEETINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a full committee hearing has been 
scheduled before the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. The pur-
pose of the hearing is to examine ma-
nipulation in Western energy markets 
during 2000–2001, as revealed recently in 
documents made available as a result 
of the ongoing investigation underway 
at FERC; actions that were taken to 
mitigate any market manipulation or 
failures; and further actions that 
should be taken now and in the future. 

The hearing will be held in SD–366 on 
Wednesday, May 15, at 2:30 p.m. 

Those wishing to submit written tes-
timony for the hearing record should 
send two copies of their testimony to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, Attn: Majority Staff, 364 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

For further information, please con-
tact Leon Lowery on 202–224–2209. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 
2:30 p.m., in closed session to mark up 
the Department of Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2003. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 10 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing on the nomination of 
Mr. Anthony Lowe, of Washington, to 
be Federal Insurance and Mitigation 
Administrator of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to hold a hearing 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 9:30 a.m., in 
SD–366. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the nomination of 
Guy F. Caruso to be Administrator of 
the Energy Information Administra-
tion, Department of Energy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet on Wednesday, May 8, 
2002, at 9:30 a.m., for the purpose of 
holding a hearing entitled ‘‘Securing 
our Infrastructure: Private/Public In-
formation Sharing.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet for 
a hearing on ‘‘Closing the Gaps in 
Hatch-Waxman: Assuring Greater Ac-
cess to Affordable Pharmaceuticals’’ 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 2:30 p.m., in 
SD–430. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 
10 a.m., in room 485 of the Russell Sen-
ate Office Building to conduct a Hear-
ing on S. 343, a bill to establish a dem-
onstration project to authorize the in-
tegration and coordination of Federal 
funding dedicated to the community, 
business, and economic development of 
Native American communities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet to conduct a hearing on ‘‘Re-
forming the FBI in the 21st Century: 
Reorganizing and Refocusing The Mis-
sion’’ on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, in 
Dirksen Room 106 at 2 p.m. 

Witness List: The Honorable Larry 
Thompson, Deputy attorney General, 
Department of Justice, Washington, 
DC, and the Honorable Robert S. 
Mueller III, Director, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, Department of Jus-
tice, Washington, DC. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 
2:30 p.m., to hold a closed markup on 
the FY03 Intelligence Authorization 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGING THREATS 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committees Emerging threats and Ca-
pabilities of the Committee on Armed 
Services be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, May 8, 2002, at 11:30 a.m. in closed 
session to mark up the emerging 
threats and capabilities programs and 
provisions contained in the Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2003. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND 

SPACE 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Science, Technology, 
and Space be authorized to meet on 
Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 9:30 a.m., on 
NASA reauthorization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEAPOWER 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Seapower of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 9 
a.m., in closed session to mark up the 
seapower programs and provisions con-
tained in the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Strategic of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 10 
a.m., in closed session to mark up the 
strategic programs and provisions con-
tained in the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SUPERFUND, TOXICS, RISK 
AND WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Superfund, Toxics, Risk, 
and Waste Management be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, May 8, 2002, at 
1:30 p.m., to hold a hearing to review S. 
1850, the Underground Storage Tank 
Compliance Act of 2001. The hearing 
will be held in SD–406. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AUTHORIZING USE OF CAPITOL 
GROUNDS FOR NATIONAL PEACE 
OFFICERS’ MEMORIAL SERVICE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of H. 
Con. Res. 347 received from the House, 
which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 347) 

authorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds 
for the National Peace Officers’ Memorial 
Service. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the concurrent resolution be 
agreed to and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, without any in-
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 347) was agreed to. 

f 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT 107–6 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as in execu-
tive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the injunction of secrecy be re-
moved from the following treaty trans-
mitted to the Senate on May 8, 2002, by 
the President of the United States: 

Extradition Treaty with Peru, Trea-
ty Document No. 107–6. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the treaty be considered as having been 
read the first time, that it be referred 
with accompanying papers to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and or-
dered to be printed, and that the Presi-
dent’s message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice 
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Extra-
dition Treaty Between the United 
States of America and the Republic of 
Peru, signed at Lima on July 26, 2001. 

In addition, I transmit for the infor-
mation of the Senate, the report of the 
Department of State with respect to 
the Treaty. As the report explains, the 
Treaty will not require implementing 
legislation. 

The provisions in this Treaty follow 
generally the form and content of mod-
ern extradition treaties recently con-
cluded by the United States and will 
replace the outdated extradition treaty 
in force between the two countries 
signed in 1899. The Treaty will, upon 
entry into force, enhance cooperation 
between the law enforcement commu-
nities of the two countries. It will 
make a significant contribution to 
international law enforcement efforts 
against serious offenses, including ter-
rorism, organized crime, and drug-traf-
ficking. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the Treaty and give its advice and con-
sent to ratification. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 8, 2002. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that at 10:30 a.m. on Thursday, May 9, 
the Senate proceed to executive session 
to consider en bloc the following nomi-
nees: Calendar No. 811, Leonard Davis; 
Calendar No. 812, Andrew Hanen; Cal-
endar No. 813, Samuel Mays; and Cal-
endar No. 814, Thomas Rose, all four to 
be United States district judges; that 
there be 1 hour of debate on the nomi-
nations equally divided between the 

chairman and the ranking member of 
the Judiciary Committee or their des-
ignees; that upon the use or yielding 
back of time, the Senate vote on con-
firmation of each nominee; that the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action; 
that any statements thereon be printed 
in the Record; and that the Senate re-
turn to legislative session, without any 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be in order to request the yeas 
and nays on the nominees at this time, 
with one show of hands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2485 

Mr. REID. It is my belief that at the 
desk there is a bill that has been intro-
duced by Senators MCCAIN and GRAMM 
of Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will read the bill for the 
first time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 2485) entitled the ‘‘Andean Trade 
Promotion and Drug Eradication Act.’’ 

Mr. REID. I ask now for its second 
reading, and I object to that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. 

The bill will be read the second time 
on the next legislative day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 9, 
2002 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 10 a.m. on Thursday, May 9; 
that following the prayer and the 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and the Senate be in a pe-
riod of morning business until 10:30 
a.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the 
time under the control of Senator STA-
BENOW or her designee; further, at 10:30 
a.m. the Senate proceed to executive 
session under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask 
that the Senate stand in adjournment 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:05 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
May 9, at 10 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 8, 2002: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ANTHONY DICHIO, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHU-
SETTS FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE NANCY J. 
MCGILLIVRAY-SHAFFER, TERM EXPIRED. 

REFORM BOARD (AMTRAK) 

DAVID MCQUEEN LANEY, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE REFORM BOARD (AMTRAK) FOR A TERM OF FIVE 
YEARS, VICE TOMMY G. THOMPSON, RESIGNED. 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 

JOHN EDWARD MANSFIELD, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFE-
TY BOARD FOR A TERM EXPIRING OCTOBER 18, 2006. (RE-
APPOINTMENT) 

R. BRUCE MATTHEWS, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY 
BOARD FOR A TERM EXPIRING OCTOBER 18, 2005, VICE JO-
SEPH DINUNNO, RESIGNED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-

CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be general 

GEN. RALPH E. EBERHART, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be colonel 

CHRISTIAN E. DEGRAFF, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

CHES H. GARNER, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 624: 

To be major 

DAVID S. OESCHGER, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be colonel 

JOHN J. JACKSON, 0000 
RICHARD L. WEST, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major 

MARK D. TOBIN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICER FOR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 624: 

To be major 

GERALD M. FOREMAN II, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICER FOR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 624: 

To be major 

ROBERT T. MAXEY, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICER FOR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 624: 

To be major 

CHARLES G. GROW, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICER FOR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 624: 

To be major 

JEFFREY L. MILLER, 0000 

f 

WITHDRAWAL 

Executive message transmitted by 
the President to the Senate on May 8, 
2002, withdrawing from further Senate 
consideration the following nomina-
tion: 

JOSE GERARDO TRONCOSO, OF NEVADA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA FOR 
THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT), WHICH 
WAS SENT TO THE SENATE ON APRIL 16, 2002. 
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2002 AAA STARS OF LIFE
STATEMENT

HON. BILL LUTHER
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 7, 2002

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the men and women of the emergency
medical and ambulance services profession
who dedicate their lives to helping individuals
in need.

Every year, the dispatch of an ambulance is
the first response to millions of medical emer-
gencies. Often, the survival of a patient is sig-
nificantly improved by the prompt medical at-

tention provided before arrival at an emer-
gency room. As a result of the selfless acts of
these courageous and devoted men and
women, the lives of thousands of Americans
are saved each year. While these profes-
sionals do not expect to receive recognition for
their work, they deserve our sincere gratitude.

I consider myself fortunate to have met with
a number of medics from Minnesota and
around the country and have heard firsthand
accounts of the tireless efforts that they per-
form on a daily basis for the communities they
serve. They are truly America’s health care
safety net.

For the past nine years, the American Am-
bulance Association (AAA) has recognized
those emergency, medical and ambulance

service professionals who exemplify what is
best about their field, and bestow upon them
the Stars of Life award. These appropriately
designated Stars of Life have been selected
by their peers to represent them in Wash-
ington, DC as part of pre-National EMS Week
activities. The highlights of their visits to our
nation’s capital are an awards banquet this
evening where they are presented with this
prestigious award and meetings today and to-
morrow with their Members of Congress. The
American Ambulance Association is honoring
113 Stars of Life this year.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the names of the
2002 American Ambulance Association Stars
of Live honorees be printed in the RECORD.

State Name of Star of Life Company or organization Town

Alabama ............................... James ‘‘Pete’’ Norris .................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Birmingham.
Arizona ................................. Jim Hayden ................................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Mesa.
Arkansas .............................. Chuck Creed ................................................................................................................. Columbia County Ambulance Service ......................................................................................... Magnolia.
California ............................. Lon Adams ................................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Burlingame.

Tanya Banks ................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Concord.
Sajee DeReauxchette .................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Hemet.
Susan King ................................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Lancaster.
Kelly Taddeo ................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Los Angeles.
Jonathan Graves ........................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Moorpark.
Brian Mullins ................................................................................................................ American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Palm Springs.
Jim Sachs ..................................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Roseville.
Keith Fournier ............................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... San Diego.
James Bauck (Posthumous) ......................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... San Leandro.
David Tovar .................................................................................................................. Medix Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................... Mission Viejo.

Colorado ............................... Randy Ermer ................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Aurora.
Liz Dienst ..................................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Colorado Springs.
Wescott ‘‘Wes’’ Hyde .................................................................................................... Summit County Ambulance Service ............................................................................................ Frisco.
Charles ‘‘Chaz’’ Gross .................................................................................................. Summit County Ambulance Service ............................................................................................ Frisco.

Connecticut .......................... Louis Formica ............................................................................................................... Hunter’s Ambulance Service ....................................................................................................... Meriden.
Jennifer Giordano ......................................................................................................... Hunter’s Ambulance Service ....................................................................................................... Meriden.
Joseph DeAngelis .......................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... New Haven.

Florida .................................. David Twiss .................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Fort Lauderdale.
Kevin Hull ..................................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Largo.
Jon. C. Thompson ......................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Orlando.

Georgia ................................. Misty Hall ..................................................................................................................... Mid Georgia Ambulance Service ................................................................................................. Macon.
Richard Thompson ....................................................................................................... Mid Georgia Ambulance Service ................................................................................................. Macon.

Hawaii .................................. William ‘‘Lin’’ Watkins ................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Makawao.
Illinois .................................. Carol Swank ................................................................................................................. Advanced Medical Transport of Illinois ...................................................................................... Peoria.

Lisa Newell ................................................................................................................... Advanced Medical Transport of Illinois ...................................................................................... Peoria.
Iowa ..................................... Thomas Sheetz ............................................................................................................. Medic EMS ................................................................................................................................... Davenport.

Jerry Weismann ............................................................................................................ American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Iowa Falls.
Karla Anderson ............................................................................................................. Iowa EMS Association ................................................................................................................. West Des Moines.
Gary Ireland .................................................................................................................. Iowa EMS Association ................................................................................................................. West Des Moines.

Louisiana ............................. Melanie Guidry ............................................................................................................. Acadian Ambulance and Air Med Service .................................................................................. Lafayette.
Troy Guidry ................................................................................................................... Acadian Ambulance and Air Med Service .................................................................................. Lafayette.
Emily Savoie ................................................................................................................. Med Express ................................................................................................................................ Melville.
Robin Rozas ................................................................................................................. Med Express ................................................................................................................................ Melville.

Massachusetts ..................... Marie Watson ............................................................................................................... Lyons Ambulance Service ............................................................................................................ Danvers.
Stacy Gillis ................................................................................................................... Lyons Ambulance Service ............................................................................................................ Danvers.
Brad Wilson .................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Framingham.
Todd Simoes ................................................................................................................. Cataldo Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................ Somerville.
Robert White ................................................................................................................. Cataldo Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................ Somerville.
Michael Pandora .......................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Springfield.
Todd Beaudet ............................................................................................................... Action Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................... Wilmington.
Joseph V. Amello .......................................................................................................... Action Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................... Wilmington.
Shawna A. Caponigro ................................................................................................... Action Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................... Wilmington.
Josh Hanson (Posthumous) .......................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Natick.

Michigan .............................. Erik Youngblood ........................................................................................................... Huron Valley Ambulance Service ................................................................................................ Ann Arbor.
Mike Bentley ................................................................................................................. LifeCare Ambulance Service ....................................................................................................... Battle Creek.
John Pinkster ................................................................................................................ Life EMS ...................................................................................................................................... Grand Rapids.
Roy Zigier ..................................................................................................................... Life EMS ...................................................................................................................................... Grand Rapids.
Toni Tarrant .................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Pontiac.

Minnesota ............................ Joe Martinez ................................................................................................................. Life Link III .................................................................................................................................. Minneapolis.
Peter Grothem .............................................................................................................. Gold Cross Ambulance ................................................................................................................ Rochester.

Mississippi ........................... Rosa Newman .............................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Natchez.
Tammy Holloway ........................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Jackson.

Missouri ............................... Steve Bell ..................................................................................................................... Emergency Providers/MAST ......................................................................................................... Kansas City.
Chad Schipper .............................................................................................................. Emergency Providers/MAST ......................................................................................................... Kansas City.

Montana ............................... Jeff Bakker (Posthumous) ............................................................................................ American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Billings.
Nevada ................................. Ken Kavanaugh ............................................................................................................ American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Las Vegas.

Don Vonarx ................................................................................................................... REMSA ......................................................................................................................................... Reno.
Ken Whittaker ............................................................................................................... REMSA ......................................................................................................................................... Reno.

New Hampshire ................... Dennis Mechem ............................................................................................................ Rockingham Regional Ambulance .............................................................................................. Nashua.
Rebecca Coltey ............................................................................................................. Rockingham Regional Ambulance .............................................................................................. Nashua.
Jennifer Shea ................................................................................................................ American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Sommersworth.

New Jersey ........................... Jesse VanMiddlesworth ................................................................................................ Med-Alert Ambulance .................................................................................................................. Sparta.
Jerome Cuppia .............................................................................................................. Med-Alert Ambulance .................................................................................................................. Sparta.

New Mexico .......................... Steve Lovato (Posthumous) .......................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Roswell.
New York .............................. Alonzo Merchant ........................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Bronx.

Ken Bak ........................................................................................................................ Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Buffalo.
Ron Barrett ................................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Buffalo.
Gene Buchanan ............................................................................................................ Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Corning.
Matthew Kanciruk ........................................................................................................ CHS Ambulance Service .............................................................................................................. Farmingdale.
Larry Baumgart ............................................................................................................ Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Rochester.
Kevin J. Sullivan ........................................................................................................... Mohawk Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................ Schenectady.
Lester Freemantle ......................................................................................................... Mohawk Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................ Schenectady.
Jeffrey Jones ................................................................................................................. Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Syracuse.
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Rob Stuck ..................................................................................................................... MetroCare Ambulance Service .................................................................................................... White Plains.
Jay Robbins .................................................................................................................. MetroCare Ambulance Service .................................................................................................... White Plains.

North Carolina ..................... John C. Crunk ............................................................................................................... Mecklenburg EMS ........................................................................................................................ Charlotte.
Eric Morrison ................................................................................................................ Mecklenburg EMS ........................................................................................................................ Charlotte.
Bryon Runyon ............................................................................................................... Mecklenburg EMS ........................................................................................................................ Charlotte.
Doug Rorie .................................................................................................................... First Health of the Carolinas ...................................................................................................... Pinehurst.
Donna Dow ................................................................................................................... First Health of the Carolinas ...................................................................................................... Pinehurst.
Thomas Williams .......................................................................................................... First Health of the Carolinas ...................................................................................................... Pinehurst.
Michael Lineberry ......................................................................................................... First Health of the Carolinas ...................................................................................................... Pinehurst.

North Dakota ........................ Don D. Martin (MN) ...................................................................................................... F–M Ambulance Service .............................................................................................................. Fargo.
Ohio ...................................... Christopher Wheeler ..................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Akron.

Bradley Bell .................................................................................................................. Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Columbus.
Lawrence D. Fields ....................................................................................................... Stofcheck Ambulance Service ..................................................................................................... LaRue.
Gregory Smith ............................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Youngstown.

Oregon .................................. Victor Hoffer ................................................................................................................. Metro West Ambulance ............................................................................................................... Hillsboro.
Bill Wildman ................................................................................................................. Metro West Ambulance ............................................................................................................... Hillsboro.
Dawn Poetter ................................................................................................................ Metro West Ambulance ............................................................................................................... Hillsboro.
Randy Johnson ............................................................................................................. Metro West Ambulance ............................................................................................................... Hillsboro.
Frank Wallender ........................................................................................................... Metro West Ambulance ............................................................................................................... Hillsboro.
Candy Schneider .......................................................................................................... Metro West Ambulance ............................................................................................................... Hillsboro.
Lindy Boyersmith .......................................................................................................... Mercy Flights ............................................................................................................................... Medford.
Sandra Gearheart ......................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Milwaukie.

Pennsylvania ........................ Forrest Wieder .............................................................................................................. Centronia Ambulance Corps ....................................................................................................... Allentown.
Jeff Zeiber .................................................................................................................... Exeter Ambulance Service ........................................................................................................... Reading.

South Carolina ..................... Donald McCown, Jr. ...................................................................................................... Medshore Ambulance Service ..................................................................................................... Anderson.
Steven A. Kelly ............................................................................................................. Medshore Ambulance Service ..................................................................................................... Anderson.
Ernest Autry .................................................................................................................. First Health of the Carolinas ...................................................................................................... Cheraw.

South Dakota ....................... Faron Wahl ................................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Sioux Falls.
Tennessee ............................ Darin Hash ................................................................................................................... Rural/Metro .................................................................................................................................. Knoxville.
Texas .................................... JoAnna Burgan ............................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Greenville.

Clifton Brown ............................................................................................................... LifeNet EMS ................................................................................................................................. Texarkana.
Vermont ................................ James Collins ............................................................................................................... Regional Ambulance Service ....................................................................................................... Rutland.
Virginia ................................ Arthur D. White, Jr. ...................................................................................................... LifeCare Medical Transports ....................................................................................................... Fredericksburg.

Alison Burkholder ......................................................................................................... American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Richmond.
Washington .......................... Bill Munson .................................................................................................................. American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Yakima.
Wyoming ............................... Ivan Maxfield ................................................................................................................ American Medical Response ....................................................................................................... Cheyenne.

IN HONOR OF POLISH
CONSTITUTION DAY

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
celebration of the anniversary of the Polish
Constitution. The Polish Constitution of May 3,
1791 established a tradition of democracy and
human rights in Poland that continues today.

The Polish Constitution has the honor of
being the first Constitution in Europe to guar-
antee inalienable human and economic rights
for all. This historic document was modeled
after the Constitution of the United States of
America.

During the turbulent 1790’s of classical Eu-
rope, Poland emerged as a light of hope for
the future of democracy in Poland, and across
the European landscape. While other nations
surrounding its sovereign borders engaged in
revolution and civil war, Poland maintained its
integrity for many years under this Constitu-
tion.

The rise of Soviet communism in the post-
World War II era stemmed the Polish demo-
cratic principle for forty years, but under the
capable leadership of Lech Walesa, democ-
racy embodied in this Constitution returned to
the Eastern European ‘‘cradle of democracy.’’
The human and economic rights that were
abandoned by years of communist rule have
triumphantly flourished in recent years.

Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring the
people of Poland, the Polish American com-
munity, and their timeless Polish Constitu-
tion—on the occasion of the anniversary of its
creation—two hundred and eleven years ago.

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to celebrate National Small Business
Week. Small businesses have contributed and
continue to contribute to our nation’s econ-
omy. They are anchors in our neighborhoods,
and employ and train millions of workers every
year. Small businesses account for half of our
gross domestic product, and I am committed
to ensuring that small business owners and
workers have the resources and protections
necessary to grow and thrive.

There are approximately 25 million small
businesses in the United States and they ac-
count for 75 percent of all new jobs added to
the economy and represent 99.7 percent of all
employers. There are over 280,000 employer
businesses in the state of Illinois, and over 97
percent of them are small businesses, with
fewer than 500 employees. Currently, there
are an estimated 6.2 million women-owned
businesses, accounting for 28 percent of all
privately held firms. These firms generate
$1.15 trillion in sales and employ 9.2 million
workers. Also, minority-owned businesses
have quadrupled over the last decade. Minori-
ties now own 15 percent of American busi-
nesses and 99 percent of these firms are
small businesses. But the sad truth is that not
enough is being done to provide these busi-
nesses with the opportunities needed to sur-
vive and compete in today’s market.

I recently toured several business areas in
my district and met with business owners in
Morton Grove, Illinois. I also met with several
business groups, such as the Gladstone Park
Chamber of Commerce. I was proud to see
small businesses thriving in the community.
The main source of help for these businesses
is the Small Business Administration. The SBA
has a portfolio of business loans, loan guaran-
tees, disaster loans and venture capital worth
more than $58 billion, and I will work hard to

provide the necessary financial and techno-
logical support that will allow the SBA to do its
job in an efficient and effective manner. I am
working in Congress to improve a number of
programs and services that the Small Busi-
ness Administration provides which will give
important resources to small businesses in my
district and across this nation.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of a prescription
drug benefit for all seniors.

As a nurse, I am very familiar with the role
of prescription drugs in medical treatment pro-
grams. In recent years, more and more drugs
have become available to manage medical
problems that formerly were left untreated or
required periods of hospitalization. These
drugs have allowed Americans to live longer,
more productive lives.

I also know the importance of taking the
correct dosage of drugs, at the prescribed
times. Today, too many seniors cut back on
the dosage, or alternate the days they take
the drugs. By altering the dosage, they do not
receive the full benefit of the prescription drug
therapy. Some seniors are forced into choos-
ing between buying food or paying for their
prescription drugs. Why have they been faced
with these decisions? Because they cannot af-
ford to pay for their prescriptions.

It is time for Congress to establish a Medi-
care prescription drug plan. We need to make
prescription drugs affordable for all our sen-
iors, regardless of where they live, what drugs
they take, or their income level. We need a
plan that provides a meaningful reduction in
the cost of prescription drugs.

But more importantly, we must also look at
the continuing increase in the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. The rising cost of drugs is certainly
a consideration in a Medicare prescription
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drug plan. The problem of increasing prescrip-
tion drug costs is not limited to our seniors. In-
dividuals enrolled in HMOs, employer spon-
sored insurance plans, or private insurance
plans are seeing their coverage of prescription
drugs diminish and/or their co-payments rise
as the insurer tries to keep pace with the ris-
ing cost of prescription drugs. Hospitals and
state Medicaid programs are struggling with
the cost of prescription drugs. We must look at
ways to ensure prescription drug are available
at reasonable prices for all Americans.

f

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE NA-
TIONAL COMMITTEE FOR EM-
PLOYER SUPPORT OF THE
GUARD AND RESERVE

HON. JOHN COOKSEY
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, today I wish to
congratulate the National Committee for Em-
ployer Support of the Guard and Reserve
(ESGR)—its 4,200 volunteers and Department
of Defense (DOD) staff—in celebrating 30
years of service to this Nation.

The National Committee for Employer Sup-
port of the Guard and Reserve (ESGR) was
established in 1972, the year the United
States ended the Selective Service System
and established an all-volunteer military force.
DOD realized that support from employers and
communities would be instrumental in main-
taining Reserve component membership.
ESGR was created to obtain employer and
community support for the National Guard and
Reserve and to promote the role of Reserve
forces in the national defense.

ESGR has lived up to the task and accom-
plished much more. Since 1972, with the help
of the Advertising Council, Inc., ESGR has
benefited from nearly $1 billion in pro bono
advertising reaching the six million employers
with one or more employees in the United
States.

Employers have, in turn, signed ESGR
Statements of Support, publicly committing to
support the National Guard and Reserve. The
former Chairman of the Board and CEO of
General Motors, Mr. James H. Roche signed
the first Statement of Support in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense on December 13,
1972. The next day, President Richard Nixon
signed a Statement of Support covering all
Federal civilian employees. Since the incep-
tion of this program, Presidents Ford, Carter,
Reagan, Bush, Clinton and President George
W. Bush have all signed Statements of Sup-
port, along with hundreds of thousands of em-
ployers, including Dell Computer Corporation,
Xerox, the Society for Human Resource Man-
agement and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.
To date, over 300,000 employers have signed
statements of support. Additionally, the stra-
tegic alliance formed in 1998 between ESGR
and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce resulted
in more than 1,200 chambers of commerce
nationwide signing a Statement of Support for
the Guard and Reserve.

ESGR offers Ombudsman services de-
signed to provide information to employers
and Reservists regarding their rights and re-
sponsibilities under the law, and to resolve
conflicts through informal mediation. These

services operate in cooperation with the De-
partment of Labor. ESGR volunteers in 54
U.S. states and territories contribute thou-
sands of hours of effort representing millions
of dollars of volunteer service in support of
ESGR programs, its services, and the men
and women of our nation’s Reserve forces.

Mr. Speaker, the National Committee for
Employer Support of the Guard and Reserve
is smart government in action. The small
ESGR staff in Arlington, VA, under the direc-
tion of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Reserve Affairs provides guidance and sup-
port to a network of 4,200 volunteer business,
civic, and community leaders.

ESGR educates employers on their rights
and obligations under the law and recognize
employers who actively support employee par-
ticipation in the Guard and Reserve. ESGR
also educates members of the National Guard
and Reserve in regards to their rights and re-
sponsibilities to the value of their employers
support. Committees can be found in all 50
states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

With the end of the cold war, the Reserve
components have been called with increasing
frequency. During the Gulf War in 1990–1991,
more than 250,000 Reserve component mem-
bers were called to active duty to support mili-
tary operations in the Persian Gulf. Since the
start of Operation Noble Eagle and Enduring
Freedom, more than 80,000 National Guard
and Reserve troops have been activated and
are playing a critical role.

Mr. Speaker, thousands of employers, local
and state government officials, Active and Re-
serve component leaders, and military mem-
bers from across the nation and around the
world request ESGR’s employer support ex-
pertise on a daily basis. When Guardsmen
and Reservists return home following mobiliza-
tion, ESGR committee members are there to
provide information and support services to
those in need.

The U.S. Congress passed the Uniformed
Services Employment and Reemployment
Rights Act, (USERRA) of 1994, and updated it
in 1996. This law completely revised the Vet-
erans Reemployment Rights Act of 1940.
USERRA articulates the rights and responsibil-
ities of Guard and Reserve members with re-
gard to job protection and explains employer
rights under federal law. ESGR helps employ-
ers and Reservists understand this law and
helps them informally resolve any employment
conflicts that may arise.

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to congratulate
ESGR and its 54 ESGR committees on their
30 years of service and commend this network
of over 4,200 volunteers’ patriots for their time
and talent. They are serving their country and
maintaining the much needed support of our
employers and communities for the Guard and
Reserve. Through the efforts of agencies like
ESGR, we can call on our Reserve forces to
answer our nation’s call without the fear of job
loss.

Thank you Mr. Speaker, and thank you
ESGR.

VOLUNTEERS OF THE CHAP-
LAINCY COMMITTEE OF THE
JEWISH FEDERATION OF CEN-
TRAL NEW JERSEY

HON. MICHAEL FERGUSON
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to thank and recognize the volunteers of the
Chaplaincy Committee of the Jewish Federa-
tion of Central New Jersey.

The Chaplaincy program provides services
to Jewish residents in nursing homes and pa-
tients hospitals in central New Jersey. The
committee also works with the nearly 100 vol-
unteers doing either Bikur Holim (visiting the
sick) or Kabbalat Shabbat (a service to wel-
come the Sabbath) for residents in area nurs-
ing homes. The volunteers range from all over
central New Jersey.

On May 8th, the Chaplaincy Committee
plans to recognize and thank the volunteers
for their hard work, as I am here to do the
same today.

I commend the Jewish Federation of Central
New Jersey for the good works they have
helped to provide to central New Jersey, and
to the volunteers themselves—they have my
deepest gratitude. There is no greater gift to
the community than your time and service.

f

TRIBUTE TO MS. FARAH M.
WALTERS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Ms. Farah M. Walters for her masterful
leadership of University Hospitals Health Sys-
tem and University Hospitals of Cleveland. As
President and Chief Executive Officer of Uni-
versity Hospitals Ms. Walters has presided
over UH’s expansion from a $400 million-hos-
pital to a nearly $2 billion health-care system
serves patients at more than 150 locations in
Northeast Ohio and is the region’s largest pri-
vate sector employer.

Ms. Walters graduated from the executive
MBA program at Case Western Reserve Uni-
versity Weatherhead School of Management
and holds a Masters of Science In Nutrition
from Case Western Reserve University. She
has consulted and lectured for major health
organizations such as the Pan American
Health Organization, American Hospital Asso-
ciation, National Institutes of Health, the U.S.
Army, and various hospitals and universities.
Ms. Walters has received numerous pres-
tigious awards for her work. For example, in
May 2001 she was awarded the Ellis Island
Medal of Honor by the National Ethnic Coali-
tion of Organizations Foundation; in February
1999 she became the first woman to receive
the Business Executive of the Year award
from the Sales & Marketing Executives of
Cleveland; and in May 1998 she became the
first woman to receive Business Statesman-
ship Award from the Harvard Business School
Club. In January 1993, Mrs. Walters was ap-
pointed to Hillary Rodham Clinton’s National
Health Care Reform Task Force, and in 1993
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Modern Healthcare selected her one of the 50
individuals in the USA to shape the future of
health care in the country. In addition, Univer-
sity Hospitals of Cleveland has been the re-
cipient of many awards under her leadership,
including, the North Coast 99 Diversity Award
from the Employer Resource Council and En-
terprise Development and the Exemplary Vol-
untary Effort Award from the U.S. Department
of Labor.

Ms. Walters serves on a variety of national
and local boards and is active in civic affairs.
She has served on a number of key commit-
tees of the Association of American Medical
Colleges in Washington, DC. She also serves
on the board of Cleveland Tomorrow, Greater
Cleveland Roundtable and Ohio Business
Roundtable. In 1994 Ms. Walters was ap-
pointed by Governor Voinovich to serve on the
15 member Commission to Study the Ohio
Economy and Tax Structure. Within the com-
munity, she has served as Chairman for the
1997 United Way Campaign, the first woman
and first CEO of a non-profit organization to
be selected for the position.

My fellow colleagues, I ask you to Join me
in rising to honor this truly remarkable woman
who has dedicated her life to the betterment of
health care, and is one of Cleveland’s finest
citizens.

f

PAUL SIMON CHICAGO JOB CORPS
CENTER

SPEECH OF

HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 7, 2002

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of Senate Bill 378, which will re-
name the Chicago Job Corps Center, located
at 3348 South Kedzie Avenue, in Chicago, Illi-
nois, as the Paul Simon Chicago Job Corps
Center after former U.S. Senator Paul Simon
of Illinois. Senator Simon was not only a great
U.S. Senator for the state of Illinois, but he is
a champion for working people across the na-
tion.

Senator Simon has dedicated his life to
helping the people of this country. As a schol-
ar, writer, and public servant, Senator Simon
has worked hard to battle against the social
injustices that haunt our nation. During his
congressional service, Senator Simon was a
strong supporter of the federal Jobs Corps
program and was instrumental in the char-
tering of a Jobs Corps center in Chicago. The
Center provides opportunities in a campus en-
vironment to gain a valuable education with
advanced career training, to learn a skilled
trade, so that individuals may reach their full
potential. Job Corps provides up to two years
of hands-on work-based training and intern-
ships, in areas ranging from bricklaying to
computer repair. The Center also provides
academic training in remedial math and read-
ing, GED preparation, and English as a sec-
ond language, and outreach to those in the
community that may not have the opportunity
to attend college. It is these things that define
the goals Senator Simon has set to achieve
for the millions of Americans looking for skilled
employment in the workplace.

Senator Simon has been a dear friend of
mine for many, many years. His contributions

and dedication as a public servant have al-
ways inspired me. He has not only made great
contributions to this country and the state of Il-
linois, but he continues to play a vital role as
Director of the Public Policy Institute at South-
ern Illinois University. He is a leader in
strengthening democracy and in addressing
key global issues such as the looming water
shortage crisis. I feel that renaming the Chi-
cago Job Corps Center as the Paul Simon
Chicago Job Corps Center is an appropriate
recognition of what he has done for the Chi-
cago area and all of us. Thank you Paul, for
everything.

f

WORLD ASTHMA DAY

HON. DIANE E. WATSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
asthma has become epidemic. Over 2.3 mil-
lion Californians have asthma, a chronic ill-
ness that makes breathing difficult and causes
symptoms such as shortness of breath,
coughing, wheezing and chest tightness. Na-
tionwide, the number of asthma sufferers has
increased 50 percent since 1980.

Nearly one in thirteen children in the U.S.
have asthma and this percentage is growing
more rapidly in preschool age children than in
any other group. Between 1982 and 1995, in-
cidents of childhood asthma increased by 87
percent and is now the most common chronic
illness among children. Asthma accounts for
approximately 17 percent of children’s emer-
gency room visits and is the major cause of
school absences.

Asthma can be fatal. Rates of death from
asthma, hospitalizations and visits to emer-
gency rooms have been increasing for more
than 20 years, particularly among children and
African Americans. During 1979 to 1982, the
death rate from asthma for all blacks has in-
creased 71 percent while for whites it has in-
creased 41 percent.

Asthma episodes can be triggered by dust,
pets, mold, air pollution, tobacco smoke, some
insects, certain chemicals, cold air and stress.
Managing asthma includes proper diagnosis,
access to high quality medical care and moni-
toring the condition and avoiding the things
that trigger attacks.

In Los Angeles, the Asthma and Allergy
Foundation of America—Southern California
chapter, working in conjunction with the Cali-
fornia Department of Health Services—Child-
hood Asthma Initiative and the Los Angeles
County Department of Health Services, is
sponsoring a community-based initiative to
identify ways to control inhalation exposures
that trigger children’s asthma attacks. The
Healthy African American Families has estab-
lished an asthma intervention program called
‘‘Breathe Free’’ that is targeted for African
American children in South Los Angeles com-
munities.

I applaud the efforts of these organizations
to identify the asthma risk factors, educate the
public, provide intervention measures in
homes and child care centers and make
progress in reversing the terrible trend of
childhood asthma.

TRIBUTE TO RETIRING CHAIRMAN
ROBERT W. GIARRUSSO

HON. JAMES T. WALSH
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
highlight the public service of a longtime local
business leader in my Central New York dis-
trict. From 1988 until just recently, Mr. Bob
Giarrusso served as Chairman of the Onon-
daga County Republican Committee. I write to
congratulate him on his retirement and to
thank him for his fourteen years of service to
our community. He is the longest serving
chairman in the committee’s history.

During Bob’s tenure, the Onondaga County
Republican Committee flourished. He made
the committee more democratic and more in-
clusive and expanded committee members’ in-
volvement and influence. His efforts supported
Republican candidates at all levels of govern-
ment, and his leadership encouraged some of
our community’s best and brightest individuals
to run for public office.

Most importantly, Bob Giarrusso led local
Republicans with an unique style all his own
that was both endearing and dignified.
Through Bob’s longtime political service, our
community certainly has been enhanced.

Many new challenges await Central New
York Republicans as we enter a new year. I
applaud Bob for his strong leadership and be-
lieve that his decision to step aside will only
infuse the local Republican Party with new en-
ergy and new life.

It’s my pleasure to thank Mr. Giarrusso for
his service to the Central New York commu-
nity and to congratulate him on a job well
done.

f

HONORING CITRUS HEIGHTS, CALI-
FORNIA CITY COUNCILMAN TIM
RANEY

HON. DOUG OSE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, tonight, Tim Raney
will be recognized for his service as a council-
man in my hometown of Citrus Heights, Cali-
fornia. Though the peaceful transition of offi-
cials into and out of elective office is not a
unique occurrence in this great nation, this
particular event is worthy of our recognition.

Tim Raney was elected to the Citrus
Heights City Council in November of 1996, on
the same ballot that a proud community voted
to make formal its desire to become an incor-
porated city. Tim was an active leader in the
drive for Citrus Heights cityhood, an effort that
was more than a decade in the making, going
to the United States Supreme Court to affirm
the right of its residents to self-governance.

As a member of the first city council, Tim
and the four other council members were re-
sponsible for negotiating the contracts for po-
lice and public safety services, garbage and
waste management services, and all other
services that make a city responsive to its citi-
zens.

In his six years on the council, he was a
tireless advocate for the community. He
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served on the Sacramento Transportation Au-
thority, Sacramento Regional County Sanita-
tion District, and the Sacramento Metropolitan
Fire District. In 1998, then Governor Pete Wil-
son appointed him to the Commission on
Local Governance for the 21st Century. From
naming a blue-ribbon panel to improve school
test scores, to championing economic devel-
opment issues and working to bring con-
sensus to regional transportation issues, his
mark on the community is clear.

As Councilman Raney steps down from the
city council to pursue professional goals and
commit more time to his growing family in their
new home, he does so as more than a former
councilman. He will be remembered as one of
the founders of the City of Citrus Heights, and
as a solid example of a true public servant.

f

HONORING THE WOODMERE SIS-
TERHOOD OF CONGREGATION
SONS OF ISRAEL

HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise in honor of the past, present and fu-
ture female congregants of Congregation Sons
of Israel—Woodmere Synagogue.

For over 70 years, the Woodmere Sister-
hood organization has promoted ideals that lie
not only at the core of Judaism, but at the
core of humanity. Their involvement on Long
Island has affected individuals on many levels.
Hundreds of women have dedicated them-
selves to bettering our community and on
June 2, members of the Congregation will
honor the Sisterhood at the annual Journal
Dinner Dance.

These women led other congregants in per-
petuating the rich heritage of the Jewish peo-
ple through a variety of community outreach
programs. These included trips to various mu-
seums, ‘‘Lunch and Learn’’ Sabbaths,
screenings of pertinent films and lecture se-
ries.

They established and maintained a Judaic
library and Video Center for the use of the
congregation and Hebrew School. They also
created several scholarship funds. One offers
teens the opportunity to spend a summer in
Israel; one offers partial tuition to the Hebrew
High School; one offers needy children partial
tuition to the Morgenstern Hebrew School; and
one subsidizes camp tuition. They also have a
Torah Fund for the Jewish Theological Semi-
nary in New York City.

The Sisterhood plays a crucial role in cer-
tain day-to-day operations of the Synagogue.
Their participation in the local community var-
ies from providing new floral arrangements for
the sanctuary every Sabbath to gift-giving on
special occasions: Bar and Bat Mitzvahs, wed-
dings and births. The Sisterhood was also in-
strumental in hosting Bat Mitzvah classes for
adult women in the congregation.

The Sisterhood is involved in International
matters, especially those concerning Israel.
The current situation has greatly affected all
members of Congregation Sons of Israel-
Woodmere. The Sisterhood just concluded a
fund raising drive to purchase an armored
school van for an Israeli school.

The list of the Sisterhood’s accomplish-
ments and contributions is endless. Today I

rise in recognition of the countless women
who have contributed to this effort, in par-
ticular the following past Sisterhood presi-
dents:

Florence Behrens, Rosetta Sokoloff, Jea-
nette Kirshenbaum, Roslyn Mayer, Gertrude
Wicksel, Ann Studner, Mildred Kreiss, Ger-
trude Leinwand, Mollie Lewitt, Rose Lewis,
Sherle Gross, Dorothy Feldman, Charlotte
Koss, Dorothy Kimmel, Bertha Snyder,
Blanche Finkel, Lila Goldman, Anne Selier,
Barbara Semel, Arline Slepoy, Edna
Ritzenberg, Muriel Liebowitz, Rosalie
Bachana, Karen Boxer, Joan Mann, Shirley
Fisher, Audrey Liberstein, Leslie Aronin, Teri
Stein, and Liane Feuer.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. BOB GOODLATTE
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 128, I was inadvertently detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

IN PRAISE OF THE BUSH ADMINIS-
TRATION’S SUPPORT OF OUR
2ND AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO
KEEP AND BEAR ARMS

HON. RONNIE SHOWS
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
offer my praise to President Bush for declaring
that the Second Amendment protects an indi-
vidual’s right to possess a firearm and is not
tied to the maintenance of state militias.

On Monday, Solicitor General Theodore
Olsen made the Bush Administration’s position
clear when he filed briefs in the Supreme
Court on two cases that are under review. In
short, it is the Administration’s position that the
Second Amendment grants an individual the
right to keep and bear arms.

I am pleased that the Bush Administration
has recognized that the Constitution protects
individual rights to keep and bear arms. But
we must always remain vigilant against efforts
to strip us of our rights. As a member of the
National Rifle Association, I vigorously oppose
any gun control efforts that violate our Con-
stitutional rights, such as national registration
of law-abiding gun owners or misguided law
suits against gun manufacturers.

Some people believe that enacting new
laws against guns will prevent school violence
or crimes committed with guns. It is easy for
them to equate gun violence with the need for
greater gun control, but this is a complex
problem with many factors contributing to it,
not just guns. We should stop looking for
scapegoats. Simply enacting more gun control
laws on top of the many already in place does
not begin to address this problem.

Again, I applaud President Bush for taking a
strong stand in favor of our constitutional right
to keep and bear arms.

IN HONOR OF DR. MARTY PLAX

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Marty Plax, for his 26 years of serv-
ice as Director of The American Jewish Com-
mittee’s Cleveland Chapter. His tenure as
Area Director was characterized by integrity,
character, and intelligence.

Marty Plax’s academic background made
him an ideal candidate to serve as director of
the committee. After receiving an under-
graduate degree from Washington University
in 1963, he went on to the State University of
New York at Buffalo where he earned a Mas-
ters Degree and Ph.D. in Political Science. Dr.
Plax then embarked on a highly distinguished
academic career, which included lecturing and
holding professional positions at a number of
major universities. In addition, Dr. Plax shared
his expertise as the Visiting Scholar at the He-
brew Union College in Los Angeles and
served as Adjunct Associate Professor at
Cleveland State University since 1979.

Moreover, Dr. Plax is a man with a strong
social conscience, who used his academic
training to assist him in community involve-
ment. He is a prolific social writer who has
published several books, numerous articles,
and countless ‘‘Letters to the Editor.’’ How-
ever, his writings were only one aspect of his
community work. He can be best described as
a ‘‘Contemplative in Action.’’ A leader in Com-
munity Conflict Resolution, he has been in-
volved with mediation since 1968, served as
Chairman of the Ohio Boxing Commission, as
a member of the Community Relations Com-
mittee for The Cleveland Orchestra, and on
the State Advisory Committee of the U.S. Civil
Rights Commission.

I ask my colleagues to join me in rising to
honor this truly remarkable individual for his
distinguished years of service to Cleveland,
the United States, and the world.

f

REMARKS BY BILL WEBB, EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES IN-
STITUTE

HON. CURT WELDON
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to enclose in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD the remarks of Bill Webb, Executive
Director of the Congressional Fire Services In-
stitute, during a ceremony honoring one of our
colleagues, NICK SMITH of Michigan, for his
support of our Nation’s fire and emergency
service personnel.

Good afternoon. My name is Bill Webb, Ex-
ecutive Director of the Congressional Fire
Services Institute. Established as a non-
profit, nonpartisan policy institute, CFSI
serves a unique role in Washington, DC edu-
cating Congress about the needs and chal-
lenges of our Nation’s fire and emergency
services . . . not the needs of one particular
facet such as the career or volunteer fire
service or the chiefs, but all fire and emer-
gency services providers.
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Each day, we work with a select group of

members—allied members so to speak—who
understand the cooperative roles of our Na-
tion’s fire service and the Federal Govern-
ment in protecting our communities. They
represent both sides of the political aisle.
Our efforts are geared towards developing
legislation and influencing Federal policies
for the betterment of public safety.

Today, we are honoring a true champion of
our Nation’s fire and emergency services,
Congressman Nick Smith. While Congress-
man Smith represents the 7th district of
Michigan, his contributions to public safety
go way beyond his Congressional district,
impacting the readiness of over 26,000 fire de-
partments, nationwide.

The fire service is greatly indebted to this
individual for championing many of our
causes. For instance, two years ago, Con-
gress authorized for the first time a major
grant program specifically for local fire and
emergency services departments. This year,
the Assistance to Firefighters Grant pro-
gram was funded at $360 million. It was
through the efforts of Congressman Smith
and a select group of colleagues that this
program became a reality, enabling thou-
sands of departments to receive funding to
help reduce the threat of fire and other dan-
gers within their local jurisdictions.

Operating a fire department is not an easy
task. Nor is getting Federal programs estab-
lished. The grant program was no exception.
I’ll never forget a meeting I attended two
years ago in a Congressional office regarding
this program. A number of Congressmen and
women were meeting with the OMB Director
to express their frustration with the budget
proposal which failed to include funding for
this program. One of the most vocal mem-
bers at the meeting was Congressman Smith,
who was not shy about expressing his frus-
tration over the lack of funding. Two days
later, the OMB Director had a change of
heart and placed $100 million in the budget
for this grant program. Everyone at the
meeting would agree who made the dif-
ference for the fire service that day.

And before this program, Congressman
Smith was working to revitalize the mission
of the United States Fire Administration. In
1999, a blue ribbon panel charged with re-
viewing the mission of the Fire Administra-
tion issued a report questioning, among
other things, an apparent lack of leadership
within the Administration. The report in-
cluded 34 recommendations for improve-
ment.

Much of the problem had to do with a lack
of funding—badly needed funding for re-
search, education and training. As Chair of
the Basic Research Subcommittee, which has
oversight of USFA, Congressman Smith was
able to significantly increase the funding au-
thorization, enabling Congress to infuse a fi-
nancial dose of medicine into the staggering
agency.

That same year, I had the honor of attend-
ing the National Fallen Firefighters Memo-
rial Service in Emittsburg, Maryland, an an-
nual event honoring the sacrifices of those
firefighters who fell in the line of duty that
year. Congressman Smith delivered the spe-
cial address. I don’t remember any particular
thing he said; but what I do recall is that he
didn’t read from a prepared script, but rather
spoke from the heart. You could easily sense
Nick Smith’s admiration and respect for all
first responders.

Congressman Smith is an individual of
great character, a man who is truly dedi-
cated to supporting our Nation’s fire and
emergency services. The events of September
11th have made all of us work a little harder
to ensure we are ready for the next attack.
In the case of Nick Smith, it has become a
passion, an unrelenting mission for which we
should all be grateful.

I have just shared with you my observation
of Nick Smith in Washington. Now it is my
pleasure to turn the microphone over to
Chief Victor Hilbert, of the Delta Township
Fire Department who will offer some in-
sights into how the Congressman’s work has
benefited public safety in his own Congres-
sional district.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE WILKERSON
CHAPEL

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the Wilkerson Chapel and the
anniversary of its 140 years of service to the
community of Collinsville, Illinois.

The people of the Wilkerson Chapel are
truly good Samaritans. They have spent 140
years preaching the word of Christ to Collins-
ville and surrounding areas and participating in
other good works.

To such people as Rev. Charles Orr and his
congregation, the good deeds themselves are
their own best rewards. Yet, on this special
day, I think it is appropriate that they are rec-
ognized for their efforts. They are good Chris-
tians and good Americans, and remind us all
of the compassion and energy that makes this
country great.

To the people of the Wilkerson Chapel,
thank you for all your good works over almost
the last century and a half; and may God
grant you the opportunity to continue doing
His work for many years into the future.

f

RECOGNIZING STAFF SERGEANT
WINFORD EVANS AS THE RECIPI-
ENT OF THE DISTINGUISHED
SERVICE CROSS

HON. JO ANN EMERSON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday,
March 30th, a great soldier and leader was
awarded the Distinguished Service Cross, 56
years after its authorization.

Sadly, the recipient, SSG Winford Evans,
who fought for this country in World War II
passed away in 1991. However, the U.S.
Army presented the award, along with two oth-
ers, to his family during a ceremony held in
Sikeston, Missouri.

SSG Evans earned the Distinguished Serv-
ice Cross for his heroic action during a July
1945 battle in the Southwest Pacific Theater.
Seeing his platoon leader wounded, SSG
Evans disregarded enemy fire and brought the
leader to safety. As the battle progressed, he
directed mortar attacks and was wounded but
continued to fight. Less concerned with his
own immediate safety than with defending
those around him, he positioned himself within
25 yards of the enemy, threw hand grenades,
fired on the enemy and wounded and killed
several enemy soldiers.

In addition to the Distinguished Service
Cross, SSG Evans was awarded two Bronze
Star Medals. The first has an oak leaf cluster
and the other one has a ‘‘V’’ device. These

two medals were awarded to SSG Evans for
his heroic achievements in the Asian Pacific
Theater from 1943–1945.

This May as we take time to celebrate Mili-
tary Appreciation Month, it seems fitting that
we recognize men and women in uniform like
SSG Winford Evans. His sacrifice, along with
the sacrifice of so many others who stood in
harm’s way to defend our country, remind all
of us of the selfless valor of our military men
and women. I am hopeful, particularly during
this time of military action abroad, that others
will reflect on the service and dedication of
those who came before SSG Evans and those
who will come after him and hold in their
hearts an appreciation and admiration for their
actions and desire to secure peace and free-
dom for all of us.

Mr. Speaker, on this very special occasion,
I ask that all of my colleagues join me in rec-
ognizing and remembering SSG Evans and
extend our best wishes to his family as they
remember his service to the United States of
America.

f

EXPRESSING REGRET AND SYM-
PATHY FOR FAMILIES OF CANA-
DIAN SOLDIERS WHO LOST
THEIR LIVES IN SOUTHERN AF-
GHANISTAN

SPEECH OF

HON. CASS BALLENGER
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 7, 2002

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of H. Res. 412 and offer my sincerest
condolences to the families and friends of the
four Canadian soldiers who gave their last full
measure of devotion in the defense of liberty
during Operation Enduring Freedom last
month. Eight of their comrades also were
wounded in the same tragic incident. They,
along with the rest of Canada, are now left to
mourn the loss of their fellow patriots.

The tragic event of April 17 should remind
all of us that war is dangerous. Service men
and women often risk their lives each and
every day, so that we may enjoy our freedom
and security. These brave Canadians have
made the ultimate sacrifice for Canada and for
freedom throughout the world. Today, I pray
for their families and loved ones.

Canada is not only our neighbor, it has
been our closest friend and ally. Soon after
the terrorist attacks on September 11, Cana-
dian families selflessly opened their homes to
American travelers who were stranded in Can-
ada when American airspace was closed.
Since then, Canada has stood, shoulder to
shoulder, with its American ally to face the
forces of evil in Afghanistan and elsewhere.
Despite this tragic accident, Canada and the
United States will continue to stand together
and fight our mutual enemies until they are
vanquished and peace prevails.

Canada, we grieve with you today for your
fallen heroes. Their dedication and steadfast-
ness in the face of danger should be a source
of pride and comfort. With soldiers like these,
I have no doubt that the days of the terrorist
are limited and that victory will be ours.

I want to commend my friend and colleague
from New York, Mr. HOUGHTON, for this resolu-
tion. I urge my colleagues to stand with our
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Canadian neighbors and support passage of
the resolution.

f

TANF REAUTHORIZATION

HON. MAXINE WATERS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, in the past sev-
eral weeks we have heard a lot of talk about
TANF reauthorization. The Bush Administra-
tion wants to increase the number of hours
that welfare recipients work to 40. Twenty-four
hours would have to be in work-related activi-
ties, activities that do not include education or
vocational training.

But even in the remaining 16 hours, the lim-
its on education and job training are severe in
the Republican proposals. Recipients can re-
ceive vocational training, education, or reha-
bilitation and substance abuse treatment for a
total of three months in a 24 month period.

We know that education is one of the main
avenues for a person to move out of poverty.
A year 2000 survey of people who left the wel-
fare rolls after 1996 found that only those
workers who had at least a two-year post sec-
ondary or vocational degree were able to rise
above the poverty line.

Single female heads of households with a
high school diploma are 60 percent more likely
to have jobs. That number increases to 95
percent when they have an associate’s de-
gree.

We need to focus less on putting people in
jobs, and focus more on training people for
careers with room for advancement. TANF
Reauthorization should be about reducing pov-
erty, not reducing caseloads.

f

RECOGNIZING THE OUTSTANDING
WORK OF THE CONGRESSIONAL
TOWN MEETING STUDENTS OF
THE UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT

HON. BERNARD SANDERS
OF VERMONT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, today, I recog-
nize the outstanding work done by participants
in my Student Congressional Town Meeting
held this spring at the University of Vermont.
These participants were part of a group of
high school students from around Vermont
who testified about the concerns they have as
teenagers, and about what they would like to
see government do regarding these concerns.

FINANCIAL AID AND HIGHER EDUCATION
(By Candace Crosby and Kim Dickenson Apr.

8, 2002)
CANDACE CROSBY. As students preparing

for college, we find that the financial issue is
becoming a larger problem compared to what
our parents had to pay for college tuition.
According to a VSAC representative, 70 to 80
percent of students today need some type of
financial aid. The rates for tuition are high,
but what’s worse is that they are rising at
rate of about 5 percent a year all over the
country.

What concerns us as future college stu-
dents is how we will be able to pay for the
tuition, and tuition doesn’t include room and

board and other expenses. We think that,
today, there is a lack of adequate financial
aid for college-bound students.

When preparing to pay for college, teens in
Vermont turn to VSAC—which is the
Vermont Student Association Corporation—
for financial help. Of course, VSAC is a
healthy program, but are they able to give
financial aid to all the students that need it?
No. Does VSAC have enough money to give
scholarships and grants to the teens that
need it at the same increasing rate that col-
lege tuition is rising? No.

We spoke to a representative from VSAC
who gave us the information that VSAC has
increased their funds for scholarships and fi-
nancial aid, but has not been able to keep up
with the increasing tuition costs. Based on
one of VSAC’s grants, the Vermont Incentive
Grant, fulltime graduates can get between
$500 and $8,650 for one year to help pay for
college. The $8,650 is an extremely helpful
amount of money to receive, but not all the
teens going to college will receive this
amount. Even if a student gets the min-
imum, $500, it will not even begin to help for
any student to pay for their college edu-
cation. It will only cover a few of the books
that students will need for their first year of
college.

KIM DICKENSON. Online at USNews.com,
we searched for college tuitions for various
Vermont colleges. We looked up the cost at
Castleton State College, Lyndon State Col-
lege, UVM, Johnson State College, VTC and
Southern Vermont College. We found that
the average tuition costs for these schools
was approximately $6,825. We found that the
average room and board add approximately
$5,520 more to tuition. Together, this
amounts to $12,345. Even more interesting is
that some of the room-and-board costs are
higher than the tuition costs. At Castleton
State College, tuition is $5,392, and room and
board is $5,530. $12,000 is a lot of money, even
with VSAC’s help, but students leave col-
leges thousands of dollars in debt.

What about students who want to go to
college outside of Vermont? These costs are
astronomical, and the tuition alone can be
$20,000 or $30,000, because the students are
not residents of the state. How are students
supposed to pay for college without a lot of
financial aid when they go to these schools?

0 percent of Vermont students take out
loans provided by VSAC. We found a list of
loans that could be borrowed from VSAC,
and the amounts ranged from $1,000 to
$50,000. Even if a student went to a college
that had a tuition of $25,000 a year, and they
took out a loan to pay for the first two
years, they would have to pay back 73,615.
The student pays 23,615 more dollars in inter-
est. That is practically paying for a third
year of college.

We think that is a ridiculous amount. We
thought of a few solutions so that students
can receive more financial aid and won’t
have to have an enormous debt to pay back.
The burden of debt would decrease if funds
for scholarships, grants and other financial
aid would be increased. We think the federal
and state governments should fund VSAC’s
financial aid programs even more then they
already do. This would enable more students
to receive money so that the financial bur-
den on families wouldn’t be as great.

THE RIGHTS OF THE ABENAKI
(By Evan Worth, Alan Blackman, Nicolette

Baron, and Steph Bernath April 8, 2002)
EVAN WORTH. We are doing the issue of

Abenaki rights. And as of now, they are not
recognized as an Indian tribe. They have
been pushing, seeking federal recognition for
the past 25 years, which is a criteria for fed-
eral recognition, which they need to have
been a continuous entity since 1900, they

need to have existed as a community since
before 1900, there needs to be a political in-
fluence throughout history, they need a
membership criteria and governing proce-
dures, they need roots before 1900, and they
cannot be members of any other type of
group, and cannot be stripped of their status.

ALAN BLACKMAN. Vermont seems to
have a very long-held tradition in being first
in giving people, specific groups of people,
rights—outlawing slavery, granting rights
for all men to vote, and, more recently, civil
unions. I feel we should continue this. And in
doing this, it is another way to, so to speak,
take Vermont forward.

The main concern against this, particu-
larly Governor Dean’s apprehension with
granting them recognition is, casinos and
land claims. Chief April Rushlow has
claimed on numerous occasions that, quite
frankly, they have higher concerns, such as
burial grounds and things of this nature. The
main reason they want this, what provoked
this, actually, such a strong pursuit of this,
was kids being taunted at school for being
Abenaki, but not being recognized by the
government. What they want is essentially
grants for education, healthcare, things they
couldn’t get as of now. And I feel that it is
a good idea and it would be a step in the
right direction to grant them recognition.

NICOLETTE BARON. Some of the qualms
that state government has cited for not giv-
ing recognition to the Abenaki was extra
rights, aside from those already given to mi-
norities, the fact that it will lead to federal
recognition, and they can institute their own
laws and have their own fish and wildlife reg-
ulations that do not need to concur with the
guidelines of the state.

On the issue of the minorities, the minori-
ties that are around the nation and around
the state are African-Americans and His-
panics. While those groups do have an impor-
tant part in the history of this state and the
nation, the Abenakis were among the first
inhabitants of this state, and they are the
only native American tribe that has not been
recognized.

State recognition could lead to federal rec-
ognition, which would give the Abenaki
rights to make their own laws, including
those regarding fish and wildlife regulations.
The laws that they would make would most
likely conform to the Constitution of the
United States, not go beyond that or not be
radical, which I think is what the state gov-
ernment is concerned with. All laws would be
to prohibit harm and to make it, you know.
And fishing and wildlife laws would be based
on the need to eat, and not hunting game,
not game-hunting. And being recognized as a
tribe would allow them to sell their wares,
like basket weaving, which is a tradition in
the Abenaki, and to get better economic sta-
tus for these people. And it would give them
rights with scholarships, and that’s really
important, to send their kids to school.

STEPH BERNATH. What I find to be very
disturbing about the Abenaki struggle for
recognition is the negativity exhibited by
the state department. I have yet to hear the
acknowledgement from the state department
that something positive may come out of the
Abenaki getting the recognition they obvi-
ously deserve. Nearly every argument
brought forth by the state of Vermont has
been critical of what the tribe may do once
they receive recognition. It has been made
clear very many times that the Abenaki are
not interested in gambling or hurting
Vermonters in any way. Chief April Rushlow
has clarified this one too many times.

The victims of this criticism, on the other
hand, the Abenaki, have openly acknowl-
edged they are aware of what the State De-
partment fears may happen to those people
who live on Abenaki land if they are given
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recognition. They have said that they are
willing to work with the people of Vermont,
as they have done in years prior, and stated
that they have nothing to fear from the
tribe.

The Abenaki are willing to work with the
state of Vermont, but it appears as if the
state of Vermont is unwilling to work with
the Abenakis, the People of the Dawn, the
people who have lived in Vermont for thou-
sands of years. It is time that these people
receive the recognition they deserve. The
state of Vermont must be willing to give
them a chance to prove who they are and
what they stand for.

Chief April Rushlow has stated, ‘‘We’re the
only race in the United States who has to
prove who we are.’’ She was right. Chief
Rushlow also said, ‘‘We’re here when it is
convenient for the state of Vermont.’’ Once
again, Chief Rushlow was right.

f

HONORING SUMNER COUNTY EXEC-
UTIVE THOMAS MARLIN ON THE
OCCASION OF HIS RETIREMENT
FROM GOVERNMENT SERVICE

HON. BOB CLEMENT
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Sumner County Executive Thomas C.
Marlin on the occasion of his retirement from
government service. I consider him to be a
good friend of the Clement family and appre-
ciate his dedication to the people of Ten-
nessee and Sumner County in particular.

An outstanding public servant, Marlin. was
bom and raised in Nashville, Tennessee. He
served his country in the U.S. Navy from
1952–1956. Upon returning from his tour of
duty, he worked in the private sector at the
telephone company for some 22 years. During
this time he became active in county govern-
ment, serving as election commission chair-
man, county coroner, and county magistrate,
respectively.

In 1976 he was elected Assessor of Prop-
erty where he served honorably for 18 years.
He was also an active member of the Board
of County Officials Association and was elect-
ed President of the Tennessee Association of
Assessing Officials by his peers across the
state. In 1988, he was named Overall Out-
standing County Official of the Year for the en-
tire state of Tennessee.

Marlin ran for and won the office of Sumner
County Executive in 1994, a position from
which he will retire this month after working re-
lentlessly to make various improvements
throughout the county, including upgrading the
county road system. Additionally, he has been
an active participant in community and civic
organizations within the county throughout his
life.

Marlin and his wife of 46 years, Nancy, are
members of Hendersonville Church of Christ
and have two children and four grandchildren.
In his leisure time he enjoys fishing and Uni-
versity of Tennessee football.

As a county executive with a solid open
door policy to the citizens of Sumner County,
Marlin’s motto has always been, ‘‘It is a pleas-
ure to serve you.’’

May he be commended for his tenure of
public service and enjoy his retirement.

KLUGERS RECEIVE ANTI-DEFAMA-
TION LEAGUE DISTINGUISHED
COMMUNITY SERVICE AWARD

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call the attention of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the well-deserved recognition
that my friends Allan M. and Sue Kline Kluger
will receive from the Anti-Defamation League
on May 8, 2002, in Plains Township, Luzerne
County, Pennsylvania. The Klugers will re-
ceive the League’s 2002 Distinguished Com-
munity Service Award.

Allan is the president and founder of the
Wilkes-Barre-based law firm Hourigan, Kluger
& Quinn, P.C. He is a graduate of Wyoming
Seminary, Amherst College and the University
of Pennsylvania Law School.

He is a member of the board of directors of
Luzerne National Bank, Bertels Can Company,
King’s College, the Valley Auto Club,
Bloomsburg University Foundation, F.M. Kirby
Center for the Performing Arts, Northeast
Pennsylvania Ethics Commission and the
Luzerne Foundation. Mr. Kluger is also on the
board of directors and executive committee of
the Greater Wilkes-Barre Chamber of Busi-
ness and Industry.

He has received the following honors: B’nai
B’rith Outstanding Citizen Award, Ethics
Award given by Ethics Institute of North-
eastern Pennsylvania, Wyoming Seminary
Distinguished Service Award, Boy Scouts Dis-
tinguished Citizen Award, and Lifetime
Achievement in Philanthropy Award presented
by the Greater Pocono Northeast Chapter of
the National Society of Fund Raising Execu-
tives.

Sue, a graduate of Goucher College and
College Misericordia Graduate School, has
served as the executive director of Leadership
Wilkes-Barre for the last 20 years. Leadership
Wilkes-Barre brings together existing and
emerging leaders from throughout Wyoming
Valley and exposes them to the problems and
challenges of their community and motivates
and encourages them to assume leadership
roles in community affairs.

She has received the following honors:
Woman of the Year, Sisters of Mercy; Lifetime
Achievement in Philanthropy Award, National
Society of Fund Raising Executives; Preceptor
Award, National Association for Community
Leadership; National Director of Who’s Who in
Executive and Professional Women; United
Way of Pennsylvania, Volunteer of the Year
Award; Alumni Medallion, College
Misericordia; B’nai B’rith Distinguished Service
Award; Distinguished Daughter of Pennsyl-
vania; U.S. Postal Service Honoree for Wom-
en’s History Month; Northeastern Pa. Council
of Boy Scouts Honoree, Salute to North-
eastern Pennsylvania Women; and Athena
Award, Greater Wilkes-Barre Chamber of
Commerce Award for Outstanding Business
Women.

Sue is also on the board of directors of
Northeast Regional Cancer Institute, the Diver-
sity Institute and the Greater Wilkes-Barre
Chamber of Business and Industry. She is a
trustee of Wyoming Seminary and a member
of the Northeastern Regional Advisory Board
of PNC Bank.

Allan and Sue have three children, Attorney
Elizabeth Kluger Cooper of Great Falls, Va.;
Attorney Joseph E. Kluger, Allentown and
Wilkes-Barre; and Lawrence Kluger of Me-
chanicsburg. The couple also has four
grandsons.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to call to the at-
tention of the House of Representatives the
service to the community of Allan and Sue
Kluger and this well-deserved award, and I
wish them all the best.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, on May 7,
2002, official business on the other side of
Capitol Hill caused this Member to unavoid-
ably miss roll call vote 128 (H. Con. Res. 271,
expressing the sense of the Congress sup-
porting the National Importance of Health Care
Coverage Month). Had this Member been
present he would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

WHAT AMERICA MEANS TO ME

HON. MARK FOLEY
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
tribute to young Americans who have penned
essays describing the ideals and characteris-
tics that they believe make this country great.
These essays, entitled ‘‘What America Means
to Me,’’ are particularly impressive because
they were written by elementary students at
The Joseph Littles—Nguzo Saba Charter
School in West Palm Beach, Florida.

The following 4th and 5th graders are to be
commended for their inspirational works: Alia
Bougouneau, Diandra Buchanan, Simon
Calixte, Diriki Geuka and Stewart Scott. These
students have indeed impressed their fellow
students, teachers and the surrounding com-
munity.

The dreams expressed by these students
are dreams common to every American but I
find it remarkable that these students have, at
such a young age, already grasped the essen-
tial strands that weave our country together
with great strength. Our country is one that
has always thrived on the support of its citi-
zens and, now more than ever, this support is
integral to our nation’s might. I am most
pleased to honor these young Americans for
their show of support to the country they love.
Mr. Speaker, let the record reflect Congress’
appreciation for their efforts.

f

MINNESOTA MOURNS THE DEATH
OF LLOYD DUXBURY, JR.

HON. JIM RAMSTAD
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to salute
a Minnesota legislative giant who served our



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E749
great state with the highest distinction and re-
cently passed away at the age of 80.

Former Speaker of the Minnesota House of
Representatives, Lloyd L. Duxbury, Jr., served
in the Minnesota Legislature from 1951 to
1969, the final eight years as Speaker. I had
the privilege of working for Speaker Duxbury
as his chief aide in 1969—and I will forever be
grateful for that invaluable experience and our
friendship of the past 33 years.

‘‘Dux,’’ as he was affectionately known to
his countless friends, was a very influential
leader in our state’s political history, a brilliant
lawyer-legislator and legendary politician.

Everyone loved ‘‘Dux’’—for his infectious
laugh and great sense of humor, as well as
his warmth, charm and love for people from all
walks of life.

Speaker Duxbury was born and raised in
Caledonia, Minnesota, a small town in the
southeastern part of our state. Dux loved his
bluff-and-farm-filled native southeastern Min-
nesota. He loved the farmers and small shop-
keepers, and he loved his fellow lawyers and
legislators.

And everyone loved Dux!
From his prep school days at Phillips Exeter

Academy to his college and law school years
at Harvard University, Dux had literally thou-
sands of friends and admirers, as his leg-
endary career touched thousands of lives.

Dux served his country in the U.S. Army
from 1943 until 1946. He received his B.A. de-
gree from Harvard University in 1947 and his
J.D. degree from Harvard Law School in 1949.

Elected to the Minnesota House in 1950,
shortly after graduating from Harvard Law
School, Dux rose to the leadership ranks. He
was highly respected as a legislator, served
the House Conservative Caucus as its leader
from 1959 until 1962, and was elected Speak-
er of the Minnesota House in 1963.

Lloyd Duxbury’s top legislative priority was
fairness. That’s why he worked so hard in
Minnesota to remove the tax on people’s per-
sonal property and convert it to a sales tax.

Speaker Duxbury worked with people of all
sides to get things done and he was at his
best when circumstances got the most heated.

Dux brought people together to solve prob-
lems, and he hated partisan wrangling. When
President Richard Nixon nominated Dux to be
U.S. Attorney in 1969, he turned the post
down because of its partisan nature.

Following his retirement as Speaker in
1969, Dux was appointed Vice President and
Counsel of the Burlington-Northern Railroad
and moved to Washington, D.C.

Subsequently, Dux worked for the U.S. Sen-
ate Committee on Aging and lobbied for the
National Committee to Preserve Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. At age 78, he was still tak-
ing the subway to his office here before re-
turning to Minnesota so he could spend more
time with his beloved family and friends.

Lloyd Duxbury is survived by his son and
daughter-in-law, Dr. David and Margaret
Duxbury, daughter, Marna Duxbury and 3
grandchildren, Nicole, Christine and Jacob
Duxbury, as well as his brother, John
Duxbury.

You might be gone, Dux, but you will never
be forgotten, as your legacy will live forever.

You truly represented the best in public
service, Speaker Duxbury, and your love for
your family, friends and country will live for-
ever in the hearts of each of us. God bless
you, Dux, and rest in peace dear friend.

TRIBUTE TO DR. ROGER BOYKIN

HON. GREGORY W. MEEKS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speaker, I

rise today to pay tribute to a man whose com-
mitment and dedication in the areas of health
and community service warrant our utmost
commendation. On Friday, Dr. Roger Boykin
will be honored for his many years of commu-
nity service in the City of New York at a cele-
bration entitled ‘‘A Salute to Our Very Own.’’

I feel privileged to have known and worked
along side Dr. Boykin, a long time resident of
Jamaica, New York. On a first hand basis, I
can attest to the fact that the quality of life in
communities across the great State of New
York has been enriched by the diligence and
compassionate commitment of Dr. Boykin.
Very early in his life, career and residency, Dr.
Boykin demonstrated his singular purpose as
care and concern for others. With patience
and compassion, Dr. Boykin served his com-
munity and his state in fine form.

Dr. Boykin was born the son of Richard
Boykin, Sr. and Thelma Boykin. He attended
Brooklyn Technical High School. He went on
to receive his Bachelor of Science in Pharma-
ceutical Sciences (cum laude) from Columbia
University School of Pharmaceutical Sciences.
Following his life long passion to become an
M.D. and a servant in the community, young
Roger successfully completed his Doctor of
Medicine degree (cum laude) from State Uni-
versity of New York-Downstate in June of
1973.

After completing his residency and intern-
ship at State University of New York
Downstate Medical Center/Kings County Hos-
pital Center and Brooklyn Veteran’s Adminis-
tration Medical Center respectively, in Internal
Medicine, he received a Fellowship and
served at Albert Einstein Hospital, Bronx Mu-
nicipal Hospital and VanEtten in Pulmonary
Medicine.

His unique talent for giving to the commu-
nity and his expertise in his profession were
not lost on his peers and colleagues. Among
his many achievements include certification as
a Diplomate of The National Board of Medical
Examiners; Diplomate of The American Board
of Pulmonary Medicine; Diplomate of the
American Board of Critical Care Medicine;
Diplomate of the American Board of Geriatric
Medicine; and, he is a Member in good stand-
ing of the American Lung Association of
Queens.

Dr. Boykin practiced his unique brand of
compassionate medical care and considerate
patient relations as a staff physician at Brook-
lyn Veterans’ Administration Medical Center,
Catholic Medical Center of New York, Mary
Immaculate Hospital, and The Jamaica Hos-
pital. In 1982, he began his career as an in-
structor in Clinical Medicine at State University
of New York Downstate Medical Center and in
1992, Dr. Boykin became an Assistant Pro-
fessor. Currently, Dr. Boykin is the Associate
Chief of Staff for Primary and Extended Care
for Veterans Affairs, New York Harbor
Healthcare System; Assistant Professor of
Clinical Medicine at state University of New
York Health Sciences at Brooklyn; Assistant
Professor of Clinical Medicine at Touro Col-
lege and an Instructor for the American Heart
Association.

Throughout his career, Dr. Boykin has
served his patients with compassion and care.
Through his many years of service to the com-
munity, he has contributed to the improvement
and enrichment of his neighborhood family.
Dr. Boykin may have single handedly changed
the standard of behavior for community physi-
cians involved in public service. He has for
many many years worked with and perpet-
uated the highest professional standards, un-
wavering commitment, and irreplaceable
knowledge and expertise. He has put much
more than a dent in the quest for quality
health care for all and we in the State of New
York are most grateful to be the recipient of
his personal largess and generosity.

‘‘A Salute to Our Very Own’’ is a fitting title
for honoring Dr. Boykin. He is our very own.
He has made a nation and a neighborhood a
much better place to live. He has given with-
out reserve and we can only hope to thank
and commemorate him adequately.

I wish him well in all his future endeavors
and join with my Queens family, friends, col-
leagues and fellow elected officials in com-
memorating his years of service.
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IN HONOR OF TOM BARRON

HON. MARK UDALL
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to honor Tom Barron for his extraor-
dinary advocacy of environmental causes and
his unwavering commitment to young people
everywhere.

A dear friend of mine once said that she
looked for two qualities in leaders—that they
care about the earth, and that they care about
kids. If caring about the earth and kids is the
mark of a special leader, and I believe it is,
then Tom Barron is such a man.

Tom grew up in the ranch country of Colo-
rado with his seven brothers and sisters. It
was on the family ranch that he developed a
love for the land and a passion for exploring
nature—all at a very young age. Tom has
been a manager of a successful venture cap-
ital business, a Rhodes Scholar, a board
member of the Wilderness Society, Yale Uni-
versity and a Trustee for the Nature Conser-
vancy of Colorado. Today he is a very popular
writer who has created the beloved characters
of young Merlin and Kate, in The Ancient One.

He believes that stories are the most power-
ful and effective way to express complicated
and philosophical points of view. He knows
that experience, rather than lectures, are often
what teach us the most in life. This is very
clear in all of his work. In The Lost Years of
Merlin, Merlin learns all of his most important
lessons from nature. He learns how to be
humble and to understand his connection to
the larger universe. Most important of all, he
realizes his fundamental responsibility to
something greater than his own self-interest.
Tom’s character Kate, the heroine of The An-
cient One, turns herself into an ancient red-
wood tree in order to save her town. In the
book, a chain saw cuts into the side of the
tree, into Kate’s side, which is a powerful met-
aphor for violence, cruelty and senseless de-
struction.

Throughout his professional and private life
Tom Barron has made it a goal to bolster edu-
cational causes and recognize exceptional
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young people. He has donated incredible
amounts of his own time and many resources
to the betterment of children’s lives. His moth-
er, Gloria Barron, spent twenty years creating
The Touch Museum at the Colorado School
for the Deaf and Blind. She was an example
of selflessness and service, and to honor his
mother, Tom Barron founded the Gloria Bar-
ron Prize for Young Heroes. The prize honors
young people from diverse backgrounds who
have shown exceptional leadership in making
the world a better place. Recipients of the
award have distinguished themselves by orga-
nizing many wonderful projects, including the
creation of scholarships, working to conserve
a local river, and organizing a rodeo for dis-
abled children.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in expressing our gratitude to Tom Barron for
his extraordinary contributions to Mother Earth
and to all of her children.

f

RELIGIOUS FANATICISM AND
HUMAN RIGHTS IN SAUDI ARABIA

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, in recent months
our Nation, and this Congress, has sought to
understand the motivation for and con-
sequences of religious fanaticism, especially in
the Middle East. An opinion article entitled ‘‘In
Saudi Arabia, an Extreme Problem,’’ published
in the Washington Post today brings into focus
the fundamental problem of religious fanati-
cism in Saudi Arabia. This insightful article as-
serts persuasively that political and religious
fanaticism has given rise to the deplorable
human rights conditions, particularly con-
cerning women, in Saudi Arabia. The article is
all the more compelling because its author,
Sulaiman Al-Hattlan, is a Saudi Arabian citizen
and a courageous voice for democracy and
human rights and who has witnessed first-
hand the devastating effects of religious fanati-
cism in his country. He believes that the Saudi
government must pursue reforms in order to
promote education, free-thinking, political par-
ticipation, and the human rights of the Saudi
people. Mr. Speaker, I earnestly commend the
following article to the attention of my col-
leagues and request that the article be placed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

[From the Washington Post, May 8, 2002]

IN SAUDI ARABIA, AN EXTREME PROBLEM

(By Sulaiman Al-Hattlan)

While the Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah
rightly searches for peace in the Middle
East, it is equally important for us in Saudi
Arabia to seek peace for our own home.

As a citizen of Saudi Arabia, I dread the
possibility that Osama bin Laden might in-
stigate a repeat of a deadly 1979 Saudi gov-
ernment mistake. In that year, a group of re-
ligious fanatics occupied the Grand Mosque
of Mecca. They denounced the legitimacy of
the Saudi government, claiming that it
wasn’t ‘‘Islamic’’ enough. The government
managed to reclaim the mosque, and later
the group’s leader and most of his followers
were executed.

But the end of the story had a twist:
Though the government killed the extrem-
ists, it then essentially adopted their ide-
ology. After the Mecca incident, Saudi au-

thorities began imposing crushingly strict
and pointless rules. Women were banned
from appearing on television. Music was not
allowed to be played in the Saudi media.
Stores and malls closed during the five daily
prayers. Members of the religious police
were granted more power to intervene in
people’s personal lives. The Saudi govern-
ment did all of this to please the Islamists,
perhaps fearing further extremist threats.
The fundamentalists interpreted these gov-
ernment actions as a nod to their power and
an indication that they were now dictating
the rules of the game.

The result has been all sorts of restrictions
that have created notions of fanaticism in
the kingdom, and a society with a constant
undercurrent of a ‘‘witch hunt.’’ Different
groups in Saudi society end up competing
with fundamentalists over who can appear
more conservative in the public eye. Our pri-
vate life, too, has been full of contradictions
and hypocrisy, as we seek to avoid being
alienated or excluded as ‘‘seculars’’ or ‘‘lib-
erals.’’ In our obsession with our image, and
fearing each other, we all lose. As a society,
Saudi Arabians lost 20 years of a generation
by avoiding a harsh reality: Our government
was wrong, and, by extension, so were we.
None of us dared to say it loudly then, and
some still cannot say it. But our reaction to
the 1979 Mecca tragedy has created a genera-
tion of angry, confused young people, many
of whom have become fanatics, including
those 15 Saudis among the 19 suspects in the
Sept. 11 terrorist attacks and the 100—or
more—Saudi prisoners in Guantanamo. How
many other confused young Saudis are still
out there?

It does not take a great deal to describe
the motives of terrorism. Oppression and
poverty are an easy recipe for fanaticism.
People with no option of independently lead-
ing their lives will more willingly follow an
extremist mentality because they know
nothing else, and have no moderate alter-
natives to compare it with. This extremist
mentality becomes so entrenched and perva-
sive that its endurance is not dependent
upon the life or death of one persuasive lead-
er. Therefore, whether bin Laden eventually
is killed or survives the current war is a
temporary concern; in the long term, the
real issue is the endurance or destruction of
his rabid philosophy.

The Saudi government itself must fight
against all kinds of monopoly of thought or
debate. Right now, it faces a historical op-
portunity to develop its educational system,
augment freedom of the press and expand
women’s rights, among other pressing issues.
It can begin to give qualified, young, edu-
cated Saudis access to more political partici-
pation. This would involve ending region-
alism, a process that gives greater privileges
to some families from certain Saudi regions.
As an added bonus, such a measure would
safeguard against future tribal conflicts—
still very much a part of Saudi national poli-
tics—that could result from the continuation
of regional economic and political favor-
itism. It might also help end the civil cold
war our society, silently, is going through.

Saudi Arabian society must also start a
tough process of social and political reform.
Our independent writers and intellectuals
should be part of a public social dialogue
that tolerates different ideas and thoughts.
Our universities need to open doors for polit-
ical and social activities to their students:
At the very minimum, students ought to
have the right to form students’ organiza-
tions. This would teach them the concept of
‘‘social activism,’’ and to organize civilized
and peaceful activities within their univer-
sities. Such ideas can help the next genera-
tion create and participate in a productive
and peaceful civil society, instead of dying in

Afghanistan or elsewhere for causes that
most of them do not even fully comprehend.

What we learned from the deadly 1979
Mecca experience should be put to use now.
Ending political and religious fanaticism is
crucial for the survival of the Saudi society
and its leadership. Release from this
chokehold can only come from within Saudi
Arabia. Just as Prince Abdullab has become
the most promising hope for peace in the
Middle East, he is also our best hope for im-
mediate social and political reforms in the
kingdom.

f

ENHANCED BORDER SECURITY
AND VISA ENTRY REFORM ACT
OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 7, 2002

Mr. ABERCROMBIE Madam Speaker, I
voted ‘‘Present’’ on final passage of the Sen-
ate amendments to H.R. 3525, the Enhanced
Border Security and Visa Reform Act of 2001.
I fully support the bill’s stated purpose of re-
ducing threats posed by individuals and orga-
nizations which would enter the United States
with the intent to commit acts of terrorism.

My concern with this measure centers on
Section 306, entitled ‘‘Restriction On Issuance
Of Visas To Nonimmigrants From Countries
That Are State Sponsors of International Ter-
rorism.’’ Section 306 establishes a sweeping,
over-broad prohibition against issuing non-
immigrant visas to citizens of any nation on
the State Department’s list of terrorist states.

This could preclude the kind of people-to-
people contact that can change cultures, and
even the political regimes of those countries.
Even at the height of the Cold War, we had
exchange programs involving students and
scholars from Communist nations. By sharing
their first-hand experiences and changed per-
spectives, returnees from these programs
helped undermine the demonized image of the
USA projected in the official propaganda of
the Soviet Union and its satellites.

In many of the nations on the prohibited list,
there is a vast reservoir of good will toward
the United States and a broadly based public
sentiment exerting a countervailing pressure
against their regimes’ official hostility toward
our country. Iran is a case in point, where
large numbers of voters in the most recent na-
tional elections cast their ballots in favor of
candidates who disagreed with the policies of
the dominant faction. It is a serious mistake to
discount that popular sentiment and to ignore
opportunities to strengthen it by exposing citi-
zens of those nations to Americans and Amer-
ican life.

Section 306 authorizes the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Attorney Gen-
eral and heads of other agencies, to make ex-
ceptions to individual aliens covered by this
Section if they are found to pose no threat to
the safety or national security of the United
States. Section 306 directs the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Attorney Gen-
eral and heads of other agencies, to develop
standards for making these exceptions.

The language here is unacceptably broad. If
the exemption guidelines or standards were
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outlined in the legislation, we would have had
an opportunity to discuss and consider the
merits of programs like education and cultural
exchange and their usefulness for attaining
U.S. national security and foreign policy goals.
As it stands, it allows the current or a future
Administration to establish exemption stand-
ards so narrow as to preclude the possibility of
accruing the benefits of a broader—but still
regulated with an eye to security consider-
ations—exchange of citizens. In abdicating its
role in setting standards, the Congress has
forgone an opportunity to have a voice in this
important aspect of policymaking.

f

COLONEL KENNETH J. SWEET
HONORED AS LANCE P. SIJAN
AWARD RECIPIENT

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday,
May 16th 2002, the Greater Milwaukee Aerie
4214 Fraternal Order of Eagles will award
Colonel Kenneth J. Sweet (Retired) the Lance
P. Sijan Award.

Lance P. Sijan was born and raised in the
Milwaukee community of Bay View. After grad-
uating from the Air Force Academy in 1965,
he went to serve in DeNang, Vietnam where
he flew sixty-six combat missions. On his last
mission his plane was shot down over enemy
territory and, although he evaded the enemy
for 6 weeks, rescue efforts failed and he died
as a prisoner of war.

Lance was posthumously awarded the
Medal of Honor along with the Distinguished
Flying Cross, two Purple Hearts, two Air Med-
als and a Certificate of Honorable Service. His
courageous service is recognized throughout
the country with scholarships and memorials.

Throughout a career that spans over 40
years, Colonel Kenneth J. Sweet (Retired) has
served his country faithfully and in the same
courageous manner as Lance P. Sijan.

Colonel Sweet’s first assignment with the
Army Air Corps was at Wheeler Field, Hawaii
where he was on guard duty on December 7,
1941 when the Japanese attacked Pearl Har-
bor. He was among the first to fire a rifle in
defense of his country at the start of WWII.
After the war ended he became one of the
founders of the 128th Air Refueling Wing
when the unit gained Federal recognition in
1947.

During the Korean War, Colonel Sweet was
active for 21 months, and earned his commis-
sion on September 29th, 1961. Retiring in
1982 with 40 years and 8 months of service
to his country, Colonel Sweet remains active
in the community, advocating for military retir-
ee’s in Wisconsin and founding the Wisconsin
National Retiree Council in 1983, and has
served as its director for 16 years.

So it is with great pride that I thank Colonel
Kenneth Sweet for his years of dedicated mili-
tary service, and congratulate him on receiving
the 2002 Lance P. Sijan Award.

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
PUBLIC AWARENESS OF THE IM-
PORTANCE OF HEALTH CARE
EDUCATION AND HEALTH CARE
COVERAGE MONTH

SPEECH OF

HON. DENNIS MOORE
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 7, 2002

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, I rise today
to express my support for H. Con. Res. 271,
a resolution calling on the President to des-
ignate a National Importance of Health Care
Coverage Month.

It is time for the leaders of our country to
acknowledge that we are facing, in the near
future, a nationwide health care crisis. This cri-
sis will cut across all sectors. Seniors insured
by the Medicare program and low-income chil-
dren insured by the Medicaid program are fac-
ing severe cuts in nearly every state. Workers
with employer-based insurance will face radi-
cally increased premiums, and the uninsured,
who are already the most vulnerable will still
be without.

The Baby Boomers will soon retire and flood
the Medicare program. In preparation for this
long-anticipated event, Congress has set forth
unrealistic budgets calling for severe cuts in
Medicare reimbursement for home health
care, hospital services and nursing home serv-
ices. At the same time, some physicians are
refusing to take new Medicare patients due to
an illogical and unworkable reimbursement
scheme.

Hospitals are closing their doors across the
country due to low federal reimbursements
and lack of nursing staff. Recently, in my dis-
trict, all but one hospital emergency room was
declared ‘‘on diversion’’—meaning they were
unable to take any more ambulances or emer-
gency patients. Yet, the administration plans
to cut the hospital update again this year. We
must do all that we can to ensure that this
does not happen. I want to enter into the
record a letter signed by myself and 24 Blue
Dog colleagues asking the Speaker to support
adequate reimbursement to all Medicare pro-
viders.

Think for a moment if our already crumbling
health care infrastructure was challenged by a
crisis—a terrorist attack resulting in a large
number of casualties or a bioterror attack. The
time for us to act—to secure our health care
system, in terms of infrastructure, workforce
and health insurance coverage—is now.

Approximately 44 million working Americans
are uninsured. We in Congress need to realize
that continuing to ignore the problem of the
uninsured in our country will cost us as a na-
tion—in terms of overall health and financial
security.

The uninsured are more likely to delay doc-
tor visits, delay needed care or choose not to
receive that care at all. Last year, more than
40% of uninsured adults delayed a necessary
medical test or treatment. Twenty percent say
that they needed, but did not get, rec-
ommended treatment last year. Many who re-
ceived treatment did so at a hospital emer-
gency room. A third of uninsured children did
not see a doctor in the past year.

Delaying, or not receiving health care treat-
ment, can lead to more serious health prob-
lems. The uninsured are more likely to be hos-

pitalized for avoidable conditions, such as
pneumonia or uncontrolled diabetes. The unin-
sured who are finally diagnosed with cancer
may often be in late stages or beyond treat-
ment.

In addition to health consequences, the fi-
nancial burden on families can be severe.
Debt due to high, unexpected medical bills is
one of the primary reasons that families file for
bankruptcy. Nearly 30% of uninsured adults
say that medical bills had a major adverse im-
pact on their families’ lives.

The burden falls on our local communities
through our health care safety net—but that
safety net is being stretched very thin. Com-
munity clinics and public hospitals in my con-
gressional district, and all over the country,
are straining under the burden of caring for
uninsured Americans. Safety net providers,
despite their good work, cannot take the place
of quality health management and health in-
surance.

We know who the uninsured are. And we
know where they work. The statistics show us
that, overwhelmingly, low income workers in
small businesses are the most likely people to
be uninsured. According to the Blue Cross
and Blue Shield Association, the working unin-
sured are most likely to be employed in firms
with less than 25 employees.

But we in Congress are not doing a good
job telling small businesses about the tax ben-
efits available to small business owners who
do the right thing and offer health insurance.
A study of employers commissioned by the
National Association of Health Underwriters
found that small businesses are not always
aware of the benefits, tax and otherwise, as-
sociated with offering health insurance.

Fifty-seven percent of small employers do
not know that health insurance premiums are
100% tax deductible. Sixty-five percent of em-
ployers do not realize that health insurance
premiums are treated like general business
expenses with regard to taxes.

I have seen the Child Health Insurance Pro-
gram make a difference to kids in my district.
But despite the success of the CHIP program,
26% of poor children and 16% of near-poor
children remain uninsured. Nine million Amer-
ican children remain uninsured.

Madam Speaker, it is time for our nation to
address the health care crisis that is looming
on the horizon. Congress needs to act imme-
diately to ensure that our health care system
is secure, by adequately funding and maintain-
ing our infrastructure, addressing the work-
force shortage, especially that of registered
nurses, and ensuring that health care cov-
erage is available and affordable for all Ameri-
cans.

This resolution is a small part of that effort.
Today, we need to take the first step to make
the public aware of the importance of health
care coverage—to ensure that small busi-
nesses are aware of the benefits of health in-
surance coverage, and that parents know
when their children are eligible for Medicaid or
CHIP.

Congresswoman WILSON and I are asking
the President to designate a National Impor-
tance of Health Care Coverage Month to help
bring this issue to the forefront of the national
health care debate. During that month, I will
challenge my colleagues to tell small busi-
nesses, parents of children and uninsured
people in their congressional districts about
the importance of health care coverage, the
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existing tax benefits of offering coverage to
employees and the public and private pro-
grams for which they are eligible.

Lack of information should not be an addi-
tional barrier to health insurance access. We
must begin now.

WASHINGTON, DC, May 1, 2002.
HON. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT AND MINORITY

LEADER GEPHARDT: We are writing to express
our dismay and disappointment in the latest
recommendation by the Administration to
pit provider against provider by using reduc-
tions to hospitals’ market basket update to
restore payments to physicians. We believe
this proposal is short-sighted and ill-advised.
While we certainly agree that physicians de-
serve fair and adequate reimbursement, the
Administration’s proposal jeopardizes the
health of patients, the viability of our com-
munities, and the financial stability of our
hospitals.

The problems facing the Medicare program
will not be solved without setting priorities
and funding them through honest budgeting.
The assumption by the Administration that
Medicare will grow at a rate 10 percent less
than projected by the Congressional Budget
Office, and slower than medical inflation is
irresponsible. Moreover, cutting Medicare
payments for one provider to give to another
fails to address the issue at hand: what are
our priorities in the Medicare program, and
are hospitals and doctors among them? We
believe that they are both priorities and
ought to be funded accordingly.

Therefore, we strongly disagree with the
Administration’s recommendation to use
hospital reimbursement as a ‘‘cash cow’’ for
other provider adjustments. Hospitals are
not only the backbones of our healthcare
system, but they are also the centers of our
communities. We expect great things from
them, such as enhancing bioterrorism pre-
paredness, implementing the Health Insur-
ance Portability & Accountability Act
(HIPAA), hiring and retaining essential nurs-
ing staff, and above all providing timely,
quality care to the patients they treat. What
they expect from their govemment in return
is fair reimbursement for the vital services
they provide.

Our Medicare providers are facing very real
and very serious circumstances, and we must
answer them with serious solutions. Should
Congress consider Medicare legislation this
year, we urge you to support adequate reim-
bursement for the healthcare providers in
our communities. We look forward to work-
ing with you to achieve this goal.

Sincerely,
Marion Berry, John Tanner, Max

Sandlin, Mike Ross, David Phelps,
Adam Schiff, Ellen O. Tauscher, Jim
Turner, Charles W. Stenholm, Tim
Holder, F. Allen Boyd, Jr., Dennis
Moore, Collin Peterson, Gene Taylor,
Bud Cramer, Joe Baca, Jim Matheson,
Sanford Bishop, Jr., Chris John, Mike
Thompson, Ronnie Shows, Mike McIn-
tyre, Ken R. Lucus, Steve J. Israel,
Jane Harman.

HONORING THE REVEREND DR. S.
HOWARD WOODSON, JR.

HON. RUSH D. HOLT
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to call

the attention of my colleagues to an effort tak-
ing place in central New Jersey today to honor
one of our area’s most noted spiritual and
community leaders, the late Reverend Dr. S.
Howard Woodson, Jr.

Today, in the City of Trenton, New Jersey,
one of our community’s busiest thoroughfares,
Calhoun Street, is being renamed in honor of
Dr. Woodson. It’s an expression of thanks
from a grateful community for over half a cen-
tury of leadership and community involvement
by this amazing man.

Reverend Woodson was a community lead-
er in Trenton since 1946. As the respected
pastor of Shiloh Baptist Church, Dr. Woodson
was also a noted leader in our nation’s civil
rights movement. As the Chairman of the
Board of the Carver YMCA, Rev. Woodson
fought to be granted independent status from
the National YMCA, in order to desegregate
that community institution. Later, as President
of the State Conference of the NAACP, he
convinced officials to convene the first state
conference on housing discrimination. This
conference raised awareness and led to many
advances in housing rights for all in our com-
munity. Reverend Woodson’s long and distin-
guished career has been marked by many
firsts. He was the first individual of color elect-
ed as councilman-at-large in Trenton. He was
also the first person of color to serve as Chair-
man of the Ranking Legislative Committee,
Assistant Democratic Leader, and Speaker of
the New Jersey State House.

In addition to being a respected and influen-
tial leader in community events, Reverend
Woodson nurtured and helped grow the con-
gregation of the Shiloh Baptist Church into
one of the strongest, most committed and
most spiritually vibrant churches in New Jer-
sey. Through Reverend Woodson’s leader-
ship, the church erected a new center of wor-
ship and reached out to our community to
clean up neighborhoods and bring people to-
gether for positive social change.

Today’s honor is well deserved, and one of
many earned by the late Dr. Woodson over
his long and distinguished career. I take pride
in joining with my colleagues in the House in
marking this honor for an individual who
meant so much to so many in central New
Jersey.

f

FIBROMYLAGIA AWARENESS DAY

HON. MARK FOLEY
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ex-
press my support for the National
Fibromylagia Association and to recognize
May 12, 2002 as Fibromylagia Awareness
Day. This year alone, over 10 million Ameri-
cans will be diagnosed with Fibromylagia, a
disease of which there is no known cure.

Fibromylagia is a chronic illness which
causes fatigue and debilitating pain in women,

men and children of all ages and races. Pa-
tients with this illness often have to learn to
live with widespread pain throughout their bod-
ies; extreme fatigue; sleep disorders; stiffness
and weakness; migraine headaches; numb-
ness and tingling; impairment of memory and
concentration.

As with many diseases of this type, medical
professionals frequently are inadequately edu-
cated on Fibromylagia diagnosis and treat-
ment. What is worse, children and young
adults with the disease not only suffer from
the illness, but also from the lack of under-
standing and social acceptance. Others with
the disease may be discriminated against at
work, by friends or family. Developing a great-
er understanding of this disease will help guar-
antee hope for a better future for people with
Fibromylagia.

I am proud to recognize the needs of the
National Fibromylagia Association and to ac-
knowledge May 12, 2002 as Fibromylagia
Awareness Day in Palm Beach Gardens. I
urge all of our citizens to support the search
for a cure and help those individuals and fami-
lies who deal with this devastating disease on
a daily basis.

f

HONORING SGT. KERRY
PORTERFIELD ON THE OCCASION
OF HIS RETIREMENT

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,

I rise today in recognition of Senior Sergeant
Kerry Porterfield as he retires from a thirty-one
year career of exemplary service as an officer
of the St. Helena Police Department.

As a native of St. Helena, I know first hand
the impact that Kerry has had on our commu-
nity while both on and off duty. As a police of-
ficer, his dedication to the pursuit of justice is
admirable. With over 2,000 hours of law en-
forcement classes and 60,000 hours of experi-
ence under his belt, Kerry has a wealth of ex-
perience and know-how that will be sorely
missed. A self-taught computer guru and driv-
ing force behind the adoption of new law en-
forcement technologies, he has helped make
the St. Helena Police Department the modern
and effective institution it is today. This year,
with crime at a five-year low, Kerry has been
honored as ‘‘Officer of the Year.’’

A devoted family man, Kerry and his wife,
Dianne, have two daughters, Jennifer and
Kareese. Once named ‘‘Father of the Year’’ by
his daughter Kareese’s pre-school, Kerry loves
to spend time with his daughters, and was
very involved in their school age activities.

After attending Napa High School, Kerry
went to Napa Valley Junior College where he
discovered a fascination with law enforcement.
Upon graduating with an associate’s degree in
Criminal Justice, Kerry became a patrolman
with the St. Helena Police Department on De-
cember 1, 1970.

As the son of Virginia and Cliff Porterfield,
both Navy veterans, Kerry is a devoted fan of
the Blue Angels, and often travels to see
them.

Mr. Speaker, Sergeant Kerry Porterfield has
served the people of the St. Helena, California
with both enthusiasm for his work and stead-
fast professionalism. He is an invaluable asset
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to our community and I speak on behalf of the
people of St. Helena when I thank Kerry
Porterfield for his outstanding service and wish
him luck in his future endeavors.

f

IN HONOR OF INTERNATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF MACHINISTS AND
AEROSPACE WORKERS DAY OF
ACTION

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I recognize the
hard-working men and women of the Inter-
national Association of Machinists and Aero-
space Workers, and all that they do for our
safety and the safety of our nations’ transpor-
tation services. Today, IAMAW workers from
Detroit to Dallas, and from Phoenix to Phila-
delphia, will be rallying together in a display of
strength and solidarity.

Far too often, their good work goes unno-
ticed and underappreciated, but these are the
men and women who inspect our planes be-
fore they take off, ensure hazardous materials
get transported by rail safely and build the
ships for our national defense. They are truly
stewards of the public health.

IAMAW members safely transport more than
one million passengers each day. They keep
the traveling public safe in our planes and
trains and check in passengers and their lug-
gage. They keep America moving. They de-
serve to be treated with dignity and respect.
We need to stop the cycle of hardships, cut-
backs and threats of privatization that IAMAW
members have had to face in recent times.
They work hard everyday to ensure that our
transportation systems are safe, reliable and
professionally maintained—and for that we
owe them a great debt of gratitude.

So today, I thank the IAMAW’s 150,000 air-
line and railroad workers for what they do. To-
gether, they keep our nation moving safely,
and I am proud to honor them on this day of
action.

f

TRIBUTE TO KANSAS BUSINESS
AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN

HON. DENNIS MOORE
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
offer my congratulations to the Kansas Busi-
ness and Professional Women for their up-
coming 83rd annual state convention, which
will take place from June 7th–9th in Topeka,
Kansas. I also want to congratulate their new
president, Julie Smith, a resident of the Third
Congressional District of Kansas, for putting
together an outstanding weekend of programs
and events for her members.

Among the outstanding speakers scheduled
are: Coach Marian Washington of the Univer-
sity of Kansas’ women’s basketball team, who
will serve as keynote speaker; motivational
speaker Susan Mayer; and author Suzy
Allegra. A candidates’ forum for Kansas Attor-
ney General candidates is planned, as well as
a sock hop, casino night, and many opportuni-
ties for networking and information exchanges.

The Kansas Business and Professional
Women’s organization is nationally associated
with the American Business and Professional
Women’s Association, both of which offer out-
standing networking, educational and support
services for their membership.

f

DEATH TAX

HON. ADAM H. PUTNAM
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, during my first
term in Congress, I am proud that I have
helped pass a number of bills to reduce taxes
and regulations on the entrepreneurs and
small businesspeople of Florida and the
United States of America.

Even so, there is much work left to be done.
On April 2, 2001 the House successfully
passed H.R. 8, the Death Tax Elimination Act
of 2001 with my support. On April 18, 2002
the House again acted and successfully
passed H.R. 586, the Taxpayer Relief Guar-
antee Act of 2002 with my support. It is time
that the other body of Congress recognizes
the importance of these two bills and acts to
take up these two pieces of legislation imme-
diately. Even so, I will continue to push to
make last year’s death tax repeal and tax re-
lief permanent, because the bills are still set to
expire in 2011.

Repeating the death tax and making tax re-
lief permanent are two critical issues facing
America today. First, repealing the death tax is
of utmost importance because of its wide
reaching debilitative impact. More than 98 per-
cent of the businesses in Florida are small
businesses, and 84 percent of the jobs in Flor-
ida come from firms having 25 or fewer em-
ployees.

The real casualties of the death tax are
those businesses and farms in the 98-percent
range providing their owners’ families a mid-
dle-class income and standard of living. Be-
fore the death tax phase-out, when small
businesspeople and farmers died, their assets
were subject to liquidation in order to raise
money needed to pay for their tax liabilities.
Now their money goes into their businesses,
to pay their employees and take care of their
families.

Despite their best estate planning efforts, 70
percent of small and family-owned businesses
do not survive through the second generation
and 87 percent do not make it through the
third generation. And 9 out of 10 successors
whose family business failed within three
years of the owner’s death said death taxes
played a major role in the company’s demise.
Repealing the double-dipping taxation of the
death tax is not only just it is long overdue.

Another major issue facing small businesses
throughout America is the burden imposed by
the Federal tax system. The Tax Relief Act of
2001 much needed relief for small businesses
and the self-employed. About 85 percent of
America’s small businesses—17.4 million-pay
taxes at individual rates and do benefit directly
from the marginal tax rate reductions in the
act.

Last year we repealed the costly
ergonomics regulations put in place in the
waning days of the previous Administration,
passed major tax relief, and after years of

work we found the votes necessary in Con-
gress to finally end the small-business’s night-
mare. We have begun the process to repeal
the death tax and make tax relief enacted last
year a permanent reality. We have succeeded
in doing much, but still, more is needed to pro-
tect America’s small business and secure its
future for generations to come.

f

HONORING ROBERT WETZEL—RE-
CIPIENT OF THE DISTINGUISHED
EAGLE SCOUT AWARD

HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
ask my colleagues to join me in recognizing
Robert Wetzel as a recipient of the Distin-
guished Eagle Scout Award.

The Distinguished Eagle Scout Award was
established in 1969 to acknowledge Eagle
Scouts who have distinguished themselves in
business and in service to their community
and country, Robert Wetzel is one of 1467
people who are in the same class as Presi-
dent Gerald Ford, astronaut Neil Armstrong
and film Director Steven Spielberg. Eagle
Scouts are eligible to receive the award 25
years after their first receipt of the Eagle Scout
Award.

Forty-nine years ago, Bob earned his Eagle
Scout award as a Boy Scout with Troop 27 in
Edwardsville, Illinois. Bob attributes his up-
bringing to his active role in the community
and to our nation. In fact, both of Bob’s par-
ents volunteered many hours with the Boy
Scouts.

Among the many service organizations to
which Bob belongs are: the Leadership Coun-
cil of Southwestern Illinois, the Regional Com-
merce and Growth Association, the Eden
United Church of Christ and the advisory
Council for the Boy Scouts Trails West Coun-
cil. Bob is the first recipient of this award from
the Trails West Council. Trails West serves
Madison, Jersey, Greene, Calhoun, Macoupin
and Bond counties in Illinois.

The Distinguished Eagle Scout Award has
been given to governors, senators, military
Flag Officers, university presidents, chief exec-
utive officers of Fortune 500 companies and
nationally known educators, physicians and at-
torneys. We can now count among its illus-
trious membership, Mr. Bob Wetzel.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in honoring the service of Robert Wetzel to the
community and to the United States and con-
gratulate him upon the receipt of the Distin-
guished Eagle Scout Award and to wish him
and his family the very best for the future.

f

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

HON. LAMAR S. SMITH
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, this
week is National Small Business Week.

It is a time to celebrate the contributions
that America’s small businesses make to our
economy.
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Small business is the engine that drives this

Nation, producing 75 percent of new jobs, ac-
counting for almost 98 percent of all employ-
ers and 53 percent of the private work force.

It is our small businesses that will continue
to lead us to economic recovery.

In particular, small tech businesses are on
the front lines of the digital revolution. They
have led the way in advances from broadband
deployment to software development.

My state of Texas ranks second nationally
in high tech workers, employing more than
411,000 with an annual payroll of about $25
billion. Many of those employees are working
for small businesses.

And my new congressional district contains
thou-sands of small, innovative high tech cen-
tered businesses.

One such company is Security Broadband
in Austin. Security Broadband was founded in
1999 and already has over 100 employees.

Security Broadband uses real-time audio
and video via highspeed cable Internet to pro-
vide security for homes.

If there’s an emergency, the Security
Broadband system sends audio and video sig-
nals to a central monitoring station. Personnel
use this information to help verify whether an
actual emergency exists. With 95 percent of
home alarm incidents not genuine, law en-
forcement officials spend a large amount of
time responding to false alarms. In case of an
actual emergency, audio and video capability
provides information that can help make the
scene safer for responding officers.

Customers also can view their homes and
see and talk with family via the Internet when
away from home.

Security Broadband is just one of the thou-
sands of small technology businesses around
the country connecting rural America, devel-
oping next generation hardware and software,
and keeping America on the forefront of tech-
nological advances.

f

TRIBUTE TO CAPTAIN JOSEPH A.
PARISEAU

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
give recognition to the extraordinary life of
Captain Joseph A. Pariseau who, at the age
of 82, passed away on February 23, 2002.

Joe was born March 19, 1919, in Franklin,
MA, the son of a baker. Nurtured by a loving
family of seven, Joe spent a happy childhood
in Attleboro, MA, excelling in sports like the
other Pariseau boys. He attended Providence
College on a football scholarship, graduating
in 1941 with a degree in Philosophy.

After earning his Navy wings in 1942, Joe
was assigned to VP–63, flying combat mis-
sions based from Wales, Gibraltar and North
Africa, patrolling for German submarines.
Other career highlights include Flight Ord-
nance Test Pilot with VX–5, Fleet Air Gunnery
Unit (precursor to Top Gun) in 1958, Aide to
Admiral Wendell Switzer, an icon in Naval
Aviation, evaluation of the first U.S. angled
carrier deck on USS Antietam and Air Boss on

the USS Ranger. He served as Commanding
Officer of Fighter Squadron VF–53, Carrier
Early Warning Wing 12 and NAS Chase Field.

During his distinguished career, Joe flew
over 40 aircraft types. His many Naval honors
include the Distinguished Flying Cross, Air
Medal, Presidential Unit Citation with star, Eu-
ropean-African-Middle Eastern Campaign
Medal with two stars, and the Meritorious
Service Medal for his work as Project Man-
ager for the Navy’s billion dollar E–2C Hawk-
eye aircraft project.

After his 30-year career as a Naval Aviator,
the ‘‘Flying Frenchman’’ (his aviator call sign)
retired to manage his ranch in Beeville, TX, for
31 years. Joe was married to Mary D. Lassiter
of New York, until her death in 1960. He mar-
ried Anna Claire Heard of Beeville, TX, in
1965. They remained devoted to each other
and married for 36 years until her death on
February 13, 2002.

Joe is survived by his daughter, Paige
Pariseau Ochenrider of Whitefish, MT; son
Robert R. Pariseau and wife Laurie of San An-
tonio, TX; brother Roland Pariseau; sister, Lu-
cille Pariseau, both of Attleboro, MA; grand-
children Michael Pariseau of Mountain View,
CA, Stacey Lowrance of Tacoma, WA, and
Mark Ochenrider of Seattle, WA; and great
grandchildren Colton and Madilynn Lowrance.
A talented chef and superb dancer, Joe was
devoted to his family and a true gentleman. A
hero in the eyes of his family, Joe’s service to
our country reminds me of a passage in
James A. Michener’s great classic, ‘‘The
Bridges at Toko-Ri’’.

‘‘Why is America lucky enough to have such
men? They leave this tiny ship and fly against
the enemy. Then they must seek the ship, lost
somewhere at sea. And when they find it, they
have to land upon its pitching deck. Where did
we get such men?’’

f

ENRON GREED

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
memos released this week by the FERC, con-
firm what those of us from California long sus-
pected: Enron reaped millions upon millions of
dollars off the backs of Californians by manip-
ulating the energy market, cheating con-
sumers, and lying to energy regulators and the
State. Recently released internal documents
clearly illustrate Enron’s strategies to game
the energy trading system. The Enron docu-
ments describe knowingly and consciously
submitting false information to the State in
order to increases energy prices.

Enron’s overwhelming greed is beyond out-
rageous; it may be criminal. Clearly, the bil-
lions of dollars stolen from Californians must
be returned. It is also imperative that FERC
reopen California’s long-term contracts to pre-
vent us from being further gouged.

Throughout the California energy crisis the
Governor of California joined with the majority
of California’s congressional delegation to call
on the Federal Government to do something
to stop price manipulation. I want to share with

my colleagues an editorial from today’s Los
Angeles Times, that sums up the con-
sequences of Federal inaction.

[From the Los Angeles Times, May 8, 2002]

MAKE ENRON PIRATES ANSWER

It was a scam after all.
As California faced desperate electricity

shortages in 2000 and 2001, power giant Enron
was manipulating the market to drive up
prices and turn modest power shortages into
critical ones. This arrogant behemoth, since
brought down by its own hubris, toyed with
the public health and safety of California to
boost its own profit, and there’s finally a
smoking gun to prove it.

Internal Enron documents released by the
bankrupt company’s new management de-
scribe these unethical, if not illegal, trading
practices in detail and indicate that other
companies were doing the same thing. All
the while, everyone from Enron’s then-chief
Kenneth Lay to Energy Secretary Spencer
Abraham and regulators who should have
smelled a rat were say it was all California’s
fault. For failing to build enough power
plants. For adopting a power deregulation
plan that wasn’t free-market enough. For en-
vironmental laws with a Malibu mind-set.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion refused to accept its legal responsibility
to rein in a wildly out-of-control market. Ul-
timately, commissioners said, the free mar-
ket would work. For California, that meant
a year of crisis, of rolling blackouts, of one
major utility going bankrupt and another
flat broke, of the state doling out $6 billion
to buy daily power and an additional $40 bil-
lion for long-term contracts at what we now
know are grossly inflated rates. FERC fi-
nally acted out of political necessity; it was
too little, too late.

The Enron memos go on in pages of sneer-
ing, ‘‘gotcha’’ detail about such things as
how to get paid for not putting any energy
on the grid. In another ploy, the firm would
buy power in California at a capped price of
$250 a megawatt-hour and resell it in Oregon
for $1,200—at a time when California was
flirting daily with blackouts. The schemes
had cute names like Death Star and Fat Boy.

When California complained and Gov. Gray
Davis denounced the energy manipulators,
an Enron official said, ‘‘California is trying
to perpetuate the greatest political dodge of
the last 100 years.’’

Yes, deregulation was flawed, California
was short of power plants and a drought in
the Northwest had reduced hydroelectric
power. Davis was slow to react to the crisis.
But these factors alone did not cause the
state’s power costs to go from $7 billion in
1999 to $27 billion the next year.

FERC should help the state obtain sub-
stantial refunds from the power-generating
companies that charged exorbitant prices.
The state has asked for $9 billion, an amount
that federal regulators had deemed far too
high but that they now should regard as just
about right.

The Justice Department should investigate
possible criminal violations. The state
should demand that all of its long-term con-
tracts, signed under the duress of the in-
flated market, be nullified and renegotiated
without delay. And FERC should extend its
modest market controls beyond the present
Sept. 30 expiration. Electricity is vital to
public welfare. It must not be held hostage
by manipulators piously invoking the free
market.

They scoffed in Washington and Houston
when Davis called the energy manipulators
pirates. Now we know why he was right.
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CELEBRATION OF ST. LUKE’S

HOUSE 30TH ANNIVERSARY OF
HELPING PATIENTS BECOME
PRODUCTIVE CITIZENS

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

recognize and celebrate ‘‘Three Decades of
Hope’’ at St. Luke’s House (SLH) in Bethesda,
Maryland. SLH helps patients released from
psychiatric hospitals to live and work success-
fully in their communities by offering integrated
mental health services and community re-
sources.

St. Luke’s House was founded in 1971, by
St. Luke’s Episcopal Church. The programs
offered by SLH include supported living, life
skills training and vocational rehabilitation, and
24-hour crisis care and services for youth with
serious emotional disabilities. Currently, SLH
provides care for over 800 youth and adults.
To accomplish its programs, SLH operates 31
group homes and apartments in the commu-
nity. It has helped more than 4,000 individuals
return to an active community life.

There are four basic programs SLH pro-
vides individuals under its care. The Psy-
chiatric Rehabilitation Program which offers in-
dividuals supported living opportunities, resi-
dential rehabilitation assistance, back-to-work
skills, and a life skills building program. The
SLH Mental Health Clinic provides mental
health services to the public and patients in
other SLH programs. Its McAuliffe Crisis
House is a voluntary community-based resi-
dential alternative to inpatient hospitalization.
The Career Transition Program is a joint en-
deavor between SLH and Montgomery Public
Schools that help high school students with
serious emotional disabilities to receive coun-
seling and vocational training.

The efforts at SLH have raised public
awareness of an ever increasing mental health
issue. Its continued success is due to the hard
work of SLH staff and volunteers that give
thousands of hours to make this ministry ben-
eficial to SLH residents and community. St.
Luke’s House is fortunate to have the leader-
ship of Ms. Pam K. Cudahy as President and
CEO as it moves ahead in meeting the needs
of people in the 21st century. Our community
is richer because of the residents and staff of
St. Luke’s House.

f

TYRANNICAL NEW LAW ALREADY
BEING ABUSED

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I was saddened

to read an article in the Times of India show-
ing that India’s repressive new ‘‘Prevention of
Terrorism Ordinance’’ (POTO) is already being
abused. The new law allows the police to hold
someone without charges for up to 180 days,
according to the Washington Post.

According to the article, a court granted bail
to a POTO defendant named Abdul Ahmed
Bhat and granted him bail of Rs 2,500. The
judgment shows how the police are abusing
POTO. The police filed two varying reports
against Mr. Bhat, abusing the process to make
certain that he stayed in police custody. The
official police reports exonerates Mr. Bhat of
the charges against him, while the inves-
tigating officer’s report implicates him.

Unfortunately, this kind of abuse is typical of
the Indian government. The Rashtriya
Swayamsewak Sangh (RSS), a hardline, mili-
tant Hindu fundamentalist organization pub-
lished a booklet on how to implicate Christians
and other minorities in false criminal cases.
The RSS is the parent organization of the rul-
ing BJP, which sponsored and passed POTO.

Mr. Speaker, we must not support this kind
of tyranny. We should end all our aid to India
until it ends. We should also put ourselves on
record in favor of self-determination for every-
one in the subcontinent by means of a free
and fair, democratic vote on independence for
Khalistan, Kashmir, Nagaland, and the other
nations seeking their freedom from India.

Mr. Speaker, I would like the permission of
the House to insert the Times of India article
into the RECORD for the information of my col-
leagues.

[From the Times of India, Apr. 3, 2002]

POTO MISUSED BY POLICE IN BHAT CASE

SRINAGAR.—Two varying police reports by
the same investigating officer prompted the
special court to grant bail to Abdul Ahmed
Bhat on Monday. Bhat, a resident of Ahmad
Nagar, was booked under the Prevention of
Terrorism Ordinance (POTO) under FIR No
12/2002 at police station Soura.

The special court had granted bail to Bhat
against a bond of Rs 25,000.

The judgment points a finger of suspicion
at the police for misuse of the prevention of
terrorism law—despite the Centre and the
state government’s assurance for its fair use
to tackle terrorism across the country.

Announcing the judgment on Monday, spe-
cial Judge M I Qureshi said: ‘‘After close and
minute examination of the two police re-
ports and case diary that the prima-facie
case under Sections 3 and 21 of POTO is made
out against the accused persons except Abdul
Ahad Bhat.’’

The judgment further reveals that there
were variations in the two police reports
about the date of Bhat’s arrest. Also, the po-
lice report exonerates Bhat from the impli-
cation of alleged offences, while the second
report submitted before the court on March
14 by the investigating officer of his own, im-
plicates him (Bhat) for the alleged offences.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO TODD
SALIMAN

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize the efforts of
State Representative Todd Saliman and his
efforts to improve the lives of his fellow con-
stituents and the State of Colorado. Todd has
served in the Colorado General Assembly
since 1994 and has dedicated countless hours
of his time and energy to his position and con-
stituents. Now, after eight years of service,
Todd is retiring and I am honored to take this
time to thank him for his service to Colorado.

Todd is a native Coloradan whose family
has lived in the state for generations. During
his tenure as a representative, he served on
many committees including the Joint Budget
Committee, Finance, Appropriations, and
Local Government committees. Throughout his
time in the legislature, he has championed the
issues of health care, children and families,
the environment, education, and transpor-
tation. He is known throughout the community
as a devoted husband and a proud father of

a new son, and is often found providing his
support to the board of directors at the Devel-
opmental Disabilities Center and was instru-
mental in the assembly for securing funds for
children’s and senior’s health services.

Mr. Speaker, Todd’s hard work in the legis-
lature has not gone unnoticed during his ten-
ure and he has been recognized repeatedly
over the years for his legislative accomplish-
ments. Today, I continue to honor his service
by thanking him for his devotion and dedica-
tion to his community, his state, and his na-
tion. Thanks for all of your hard work Todd,
and good luck in your future endeavors.

f

COACH MIKE DAVIS AND THE
INDIANA HOOSIERS

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize that the Black Coaches As-
sociation will honor Indiana University’s Head
Coach Mike Davis as the ‘‘Male Coach of the
Year’’ during their national convention to be
held in Indianapolis this weekend.

Mr. Speaker, my heartfelt and enthusiastic
congratulation is extended to Coach Mike
Davis and the Indiana University Basketball
Team for their achievements in this year’s
NCAA Final Four Tournament.

Coach Davis started his coaching career as
Alabama’s assistant basketball coach in 1995,
and remained with the program until 1997.

In 1997 Coach Davis became an assistant
coach for the Indiana University basketball
program.

On September 10th, 2000, Coach Davis be-
came the interim men’s basketball coach at In-
diana University.

With only a month to prepare for the 2000–
2001 season Davis led the Hoosiers to a 21–
13 record, a runner-up finish in the Big Ten
Tournament and an at-large bid to the NCAA
tournament.

Displaying leadership, unwavering faith, and
heart throughout the 2001–2002 season,
Coach Davis led the Indiana Hoosier’s to their
first NCAA Final-Four appearance since 1993,
narrowly missing the championship.

Coach Davis makes it no secret that he is
a religious man; in fact the Christian faith per-
meates his entire life including basketball.

The Indiana University basketball team has
voluntary chapel each week at Eastern Star
Church in my district where Coach Davis is a
member.

Coach Davis believes unto whom much is
given much is required. He is a cheerful and
generous philanthropist. For example, Coach
Davis donated to non-profit organizations the
bonus he received for leading Indiana to the
Final Four. His gifts helped to enrich the lives
of many.

Coach Mike Davis and Indiana University
are to be congratulated for reminding Hoosiers
and basketball fans everywhere that leader-
ship, faith, and determination are products of
achievement.

Mr. Speaker, to Coach Davis, keep up the
good work and congratulations on your award
and great season!

Your spirit has enriched the lives of count-
less individuals, especially the young people.
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,

agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
May 9, 2002 may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

MAY 10
10 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

authorizing funds for the implementa-
tion of the Personal Responsability and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
of 1996.

SR–485

MAY 13
10 a.m.

Governmental Affairs
International Security, Proliferation and

Federal Services Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine trans-

formation plans of the United States
Postal Service.

SD–342

MAY 14
9:30 a.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings on S. J. Res. 34, approv-

ing the site at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada, for the development of a reposi-
tory for the disposal of high-level ra-
dioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel,
pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982.

SH–216
10 a.m.

Indian Affairs
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

To hold joint oversight hearings to ex-
amine telecommunications issues in
Indian country.

Room to be announced
Governmental Affairs Oversight of Govern-

ment Management, Restructuring and
the District of Columbia Sub-
committee

To hold hearings to examine the impact
of tobacco marketing on women and
girls.

SD–342

Judiciary
Constitution Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine the risk of
executing the innocent, focusing on the
Report of the Illinois Governor’s Com-
mission on Capital Punishment.

SD–226
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

To hold hearings to examine America’s
hospital preparedness concerning bio-
terrorism.

SD–430
10:30 a.m.

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To hold oversight hearings to examine

the Annual National Export Strategy
Report on the Trade Promotion Coordi-
nating Committee.

SD–538
2:30 p.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Oceans, Atmosphere, and Fisheries Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 1825, to authorize

the Secretary of Commerce to provide
financial assistance to the States of
Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Cali-
fornia, and Idaho and tribes in the re-
gion for salmon habitat restoration
projects in coastal waters and upland
drainages.

SR–253

MAY 15

9:30 a.m.
Judiciary

To hold hearings to examine copyright
royalties, focusing on webcasting.

SD–226
10 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 2003 for the Air
Force.

SD–192
2 p.m.

Appropriations
Treasury and General Government Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 2003 for the In-
ternal Revenue Service, Department of
the Treasury.

SD–192
2:30 p.m.

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
Housing and Transportation Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine affordable
housing production and working fami-
lies.

SD–538

MAY 16

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the impact

of stress management in reversing
heart disease.

SD–192
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.

SR–253

Energy and Natural Resources
To resume hearings on S. J. Res. 34, ap-

proving the site at Yucca Mountain,
Nevada, for the development of a repos-
itory for the disposal of high-level ra-
dioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel,
pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982.

SH–216
2:30 p.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Consumer Affairs, Foreign Commerce, and

Tourism Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the con-

sumer impact of Enron’s influence on
state pension funds.

SR–253

MAY 17

10:30 a.m.
Governmental Affairs
International Security, Proliferation and

Federal Services Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine non-pro-

liferation programs, focusing on U.S.
cruise missile threat.

SD–342

MAY 20

2:30 p.m.
Indian Affairs

To hold oversight hearings to examine
the Branch of Acknowledgment, De-
partment of the Interior.

Room to be announced

MAY 21

9:30 a.m.
Governmental Affairs
International Security, Proliferation and

Federal Services Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine difficulties

and solutions concerning nonprolifera-
tion disputes between Russia and
China.

SD–342

MAY 22

9:30 a.m.
Governmental Affairs

To hold hearings to examine voting rep-
resentation in Congress for the citizens
of the District of Columbia.

SD–342
10 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on S. 1340, to amend the

Indian Land Consolidation Act to pro-
vide for probate reform with respect to
trust or restricted lands.

SR–485

MAY 23

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

To resume hearings on S. J. Res. 34, ap-
proving the site at Yucca Mountain,
Nevada, for the development of a repos-
itory for the disposal of high-level ra-
dioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel,
pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982.

Room to be announced
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Senate agreed to the Conference Report on H.R. 2646, Farm Security
Act.

The House passed H.J. Res. 87, Yucca Mountain Repository Site Ap-
proval.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S3979–S4084
Measures Introduced: Sixteen bills and three reso-
lutions were introduced, as follows: S. 2471–2486,
and S. Res. 263–265.                                               Page S4064

Measures Passed:
National Peace Officers’ Memorial Service: Sen-

ate agreed to H. Con. Res. 347, authorizing the use
of the Capitol Grounds for the National Peace Offi-
cers’ Memorial Service.                                            Page S4083

Andean Trade Preference Expansion Act: Senate
resumed consideration of H.R. 3009, to extend the
Andean Trade Preference Act, and to grant addi-
tional trade benefits under that Act, taking action on
the following amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                                    Pages S4052–54

Adopted:
Dorgan Amendment No. 3387 (to Amendment

No. 3386), to ensure transparency of investor protec-
tion dispute resolution tribunals under the North
American Free Trade Agreement.              Pages S4052–54

Pending:
Daschle Amendment No. 3386, in the nature of

a substitute.                                                           Pages S4052–54

Farm Security Act Conference Report: By 64 yeas
to 35 nays (Vote No. 103), Senate agreed to the con-
ference report on H.R. 2646, to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural programs through fiscal year
2011.                                                                  Pages S3979–S4052

Removal of Injunction of Secrecy: The injunction
of secrecy was removed from the following treaty:

Extradition Treaty with Peru (Treaty Doc. No.
107–6).

The treaty was transmitted to the Senate today,
considered as having been read for the first time, and

referred, with accompanying papers, to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be print-
ed.                                                                                      Page S4083

Nominations—Agreement: A unanimous-consent-
time agreement was reached providing for the con-
sideration of the nominations of Leonard E. Davis, to
be United States District Judge for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Texas, Andrew S. Hanen, to be United States
District Judge for the Southern District of Texas,
Samuel H. Mays, Jr., to be United States District
Judge for the Western District of Tennessee, and
Thomas M. Rose, to be United States District Judge
for the Southern District of Ohio, at 10:30 a.m., on
Thursday, May 9, 2002, with a vote to occur on
each nomination.                                                        Page S4083

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Anthony Dichio, of Massachusetts, to be United
States Marshal for the District of Massachusetts for
the term of four years.

David McQueen Laney, of Texas, to be a Member
of the Reform Board (Amtrak) for a term of five
years.

John Edward Mansfield, of Virginia, to be a
Member of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board for a term expiring October 18, 2006. (Re-
appointment)

R. Bruce Matthews, of New Mexico, to be a
Member of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board for a term expiring October 18, 2005.

1 Air Force nomination in the rank of general.
Routine lists in the Army, Marine Corps.

                                                                                            Page S4084

Nominations Withdrawn: Senate received notifica-
tion of withdrawal of the following nomination:

Jose Gerardo Troncoso, of Nevada, to be United
States Marshal for the District of Nevada for the
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term of four years. (Reappointment), which was sent
to the Senate on April 16, 2002.                       Page S4084

Messages From the House:                       Pages S4061–62

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S4062

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S4062

Executive Communications:                     Pages S4062–64

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S4062–65

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions:
                                                                                    Pages S4065–79

Additional Statements:                                Pages S4059–61

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S4079–82

Notices of Hearings/Meetings:                        Page S4082

Authority for Committees to Meet:     Pages S4082–83

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today.
(Total—103)                                                                 Page S4051

Adjournment: Senate met at 10 a.m., and ad-
journed at 6:05 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Thursday,
May 9, 2002.

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS—DEFENSE HEALTH
PROGRAMS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Defense
concluded hearings on proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 2003 for the Defense Health Programs,
after receiving testimony from William
Winkenwerder, Jr., Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Health Affairs; Lt. Gen. James B. Peake, USA, Sur-
geon General of the Army; VAdm. Michael L.
Cowan, USN, Surgeon General of the Navy; Lt. Gen.
Paul K. Carlton, USAF, Air Force Surgeon General;
Br. Gen. William T. Bester, USA, Chief, Army
Nurse Corps and Assistant Surgeon General for Force
Projection; RAdm. Nancy J. Lescavage, USN, Direc-
tor, Navy Nurse Corps and Assistant Chief for
Healthcare Operations of the Navy Bureau of Medi-
cine and Surgery; and Br. Gen. Barbara C. Brannon,
USAF, Assistant Surgeon General, Air Force Nursing
Services.

APPROPRIATIONS—GAO/CBO/GPO
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Legisla-
tive Branch concluded hearings on proposed budget
estimates for fiscal year 2003, after receiving testi-
mony in behalf of funds for their respective activities
from David M. Walker, Comptroller General, Gen-
eral Accounting Office; Dan L. Crippen, Director,
Congressional Budget Office; and Michael F.

DiMario, Public Printer, Government Printing Of-
fice.

APPROPRIATIONS—FEMA
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies concluded hearings
on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2003 for
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, after
receiving testimony from Joe M. Allbaugh, Director,
Federal Emergency Management Agency.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: Committee met in closed
session to mark up proposed legislation authorizing
funds for fiscal year 2003 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, but did not complete ac-
tion thereon, and will meet again on Thursday, May
9.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Emerg-
ing Threats and Capabilities met in closed session
and approved for full committee consideration, those
provisions which fall within the jurisdiction of the
subcommittee, of proposed legislation authorizing
appropriations for fiscal year 2003 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on
SeaPower met in closed session and approved for full
committee consideration, those provisions which fall
within the jurisdiction of the subcommittee, of pro-
posed legislation authorizing appropriations for fiscal
year 2003 for military activities of the Department
of Defense.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Stra-
tegic met in closed session and approved for full
committee consideration, those provisions which fall
within the jurisdiction of the subcommittee, of pro-
posed legislation authorizing appropriations for fiscal
year 2003 for military activities of the Department
of Defense.

NOMINATION
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee concluded hearings on the nomination of
Anthony Lowe, of Washington, to be Federal Insur-
ance Administrator, Federal Emergency Management
Agency, after the nominee, who was introduced by
Senator DeWine, testified and answered questions in
his own behalf.
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NASA BUDGET
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Science, Technology, and Space con-
cluded hearings on the President’s proposed budget
request for fiscal year 2003 for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, after receiving
testimony from Sean O’Keefe, Administrator, and
William F. Readdy, Deputy Associate Adminis-
trator, Office of Space Flight, both of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

NOMINATION
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
concluded hearings on the nomination of Guy F. Ca-
ruso, of Virginia, to be Administrator of the Energy
Information Administration, Department of Energy,
after the nominee testified and answered questions in
his own behalf.

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK
COMPLIANCE
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Superfund, Toxics, Risk, and Waste
Management concluded hearings on S. 1850, to
amend the Solid Waste Disposal Act to bring under-
ground storage tanks into compliance with subtitle
I of that Act, to promote cleanup of leaking under-
ground storage tanks, to provide sufficient resources
for such compliance and cleanup, after receiving tes-
timony from Marianne L. Horinko, Assistant Ad-
ministrator, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency
Response, Environmental Protection Agency; John
Stephenson, Director, Natural Resources and Envi-
ronment, General Accounting Office; Craig Perkins,
City of Santa Monica, Santa Monica, California;
Grant Cope, U.S. Public Interest Research Group,
Washington, D.C.; Kathleen Stiller, Delaware De-
partment of Natural Resources and Environmental
Control, New Castle, on behalf of the Association of
State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Offi-
cials; Arthur J. DeBlois III, DB Companies, Inc.,
Providence, Rhode Island, on behalf of the Society of
Independent Gasoline Marketers of America and the
National Association of Convenience Stores; and
Roger Brunner, Zurich North America, East Lan-
sing, Michigan.

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE
INFORMATION SECURITY
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee con-
cluded hearings on critical infrastructure information
security issues, focusing on facilitating the security
of the critical infrastructure of the United States, to
encourage the secure disclosure and protected ex-
change of critical infrastructure information, to en-
hance the analysis, prevention, and detection of at-
tacks on critical infrastructure, and to enhance the

recovery from such attacks, after receiving testimony
from Ronald L. Dick, Director, National Infrastruc-
ture Protection Center, Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, and John G. Malcolm, Deputy Assistant Attor-
ney General, Criminal Division, both of the Depart-
ment of Justice; John S. Tritak, Director, Critical In-
frastructure Assurance Office, Department of Com-
merce; Michehl R. Gent, North American Electric
Reliability Council, Princeton, New Jersey; Harris
N. Miller, Information Technology Association of
America, Arlington, Virginia; Alan Paller, SANS In-
stitute, Fredericksburg, Virginia; Ty R. Sagalow,
American International Group, New York, New
York, on behalf of the Financial Services Information
Sharing and Analysis Center; David L. Sobel, Elec-
tronic Privacy Information Center, Washington,
D.C.; and Rena I. Steinzor, University of Maryland
School of Law, Baltimore, on behalf of the Natural
Resources Defense Council.

AFFORDABLE PHARMACEUTICALS
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings to examine certain
provisions of the 1984 Drug Price Competition and
Patent Term Restoration Act, known as the Hatch-
Waxman Act, assuring greater access to affordable
pharmaceuticals, after receiving testimony from Sen-
ators McCain, Schumer, and Hatch; South Dakota
Governor William Janklow, Pierre, on behalf of the
Business for Affordable Medicine; and Bruce E.
Bradley, General Motors Corporation, on behalf of
the RxHealth Value, Gregory J. Glover, Ropes and
Gray, on behalf of the Pharmaceutical Research and
Manufacturers of America, and Kathleen D. Jaeger,
Generic Pharmaceutical Association, all of Wash-
ington, D.C.

NATIVE AMERICAN ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
hearings on S. 343, to establish a demonstration
project to authorize the integration and coordination
of Federal funding dedicated to the community,
business, and economic development of Native
American communities, after receiving testimony
from Neal A. McCaleb, Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior for Indian Affairs; Tex G. Hall, National Con-
gress of American Indians, Washington, D.C.; Ivan
Makil, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Council, Scottsdale, Arizona; James DeLaCruz,
Quinault Indian Nation, Taholah, Washington, on
behalf of the Self-Governance Six-Tribe Consortium;
and Katherine A. Spilde, Harvard University John F.
Kennedy School of Government/Project on American
Indian Economic Development, Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts.
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FBI REFORM
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded over-
sight hearings to examine the reformation of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, focusing on how the
FBI can reorganize and refocus its efforts to protect
our national security by rooting out spies and terror-

ists, and protecting our public safety by inves-
tigating criminal activity with the resources made
available by the Administration and the Congress,
after receiving testimony from Larry D. Thompson,
Deputy Attorney General, and Robert S. Mueller III,
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, both of
the Department of Justice.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Measures Introduced: 9 public bills, H.R.
4678–4686; and 3 resolutions, H. Con. Res.
398–400, were introduced.                           Pages H2234–35

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:
H.R. 2941, to facilitate the provision of assistance

by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment for the cleanup and economic redevelopment of
brownfields, amended (H. Rept. 107–448);

H.R. 3833, to facilitate the creation of a new, sec-
ond-level Internet domain within the United States
country code domain that will be a haven for mate-
rial that promotes positive experiences for children
and families using the Internet, provides a safe on-
line environment for children, and helps to prevent
children from being exposed to harmful material on
the Internet, amended (H. Rept. 107–449); and

H. Res. 415, providing for consideration of H.R.
4546, to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2003
for military activities of the Department of Defense,
and for military construction, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for fiscal year 2003 (H. Rept.
107–450).                                                                       Page H2234

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he appointed Representative Simp-
son to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.
                                                                                            Page H2167

Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest Chaplain, Rev. Tom Mullins, Christ Fellow-
ship of Palm Beach Gardens, Florida.             Page H2167

Presidential Action Under Section 203 of the
Trade Act of 1974 Regarding Steel Imports: The
House agreed to H. Res. 414, the rule that provided
for the tabling of H.J. Res. 84, disapproving the ac-
tion taken by the President under section 203 of the
Trade Act of 1974 transmitted to the Congress on
March 5, 2002, by a recorded vote of 386 ayes to
30 noes with 1 voting ‘‘present,’’ Roll No. 130.

Agreed to order the previous question by a yea-and-
nay vote of 355 yeas to 62 nays, Roll No. 129.
                                                                                    Pages H2171–79

Suspension—Border Security and Visa Entry Re-
form: By a 2⁄3 yea-and-nay vote of 411 yeas with
none voting ‘‘nay’’ and 2 voting present, Roll No.
131, the House agreed to suspend the rules and
agree to the Senate amendments to H.R. 3525, to
enhance the border security of the United States that
were debated on May 7. Subsequently, the House
agreed to S. Con. Res. 106, to correct the enrollment
of the bill and make the following corrections: Strike
section 205 and in the table of contents of the bill,
strike the item relating to section 205.
                                                                                    Pages H2179–80

Yucca Mountain Repository Site Approval: The
House passed H.J. Res. 87, approving the site at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, for the development of a
repository for the disposal of high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel, pursuant to the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act of 1982 by a yea-and-nay
vote of 306 yeas to 117 nays, Roll No. 133.
                                                                             Pages H2180–H2205

Earlier, Representative Gibbons raised a point of
order against consideration of the joint resolution
pursuant to section 425 of the Congressional Budget
Act and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 dealing
with unfunded mandates. Representative Gibbons
then identified the following language in the joint
resolution on which he based the point of order:
‘‘Resolved by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress as-
sembled, that there hereby is approved the site at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, for a repository.’’ Subse-
quently and pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the Act,
the House agreed to consider the joint resolution by
a yea-and-nay vote of 308 yeas to 105 nays, Roll
No. 132.                                                                 Pages H2180–83

Recess: The House recessed at 7:33 p.m. and recon-
vened at 11:33 p.m.                                                 Page H2233
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Senate Messages: Messages received from the Senate
today appear on page H2167.
Referrals: S. 410, was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary and S. 2431 and S. Con. Res. 108 were
held at the desk.                                                         Page H2233

Quorum Calls—Votes: Four yea-and-nay votes and
one recorded vote developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H2177–78,
H2178–79, H2179, H2182–83, and H2204–05.
There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 11:34 p.m.

Committee Meetings
MEDICARE AND THE FEDERAL BUDGET
Committee on the Budget: Held a hearing on Medicare
and the Federal Budget. Testimony was heard from
public witnesses.

SPECIAL EDUCATION REFORMS
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Education Reform held a hearing on
‘‘State and Local Level Special Education Reforms
that Work and Federal Barriers to Innovation.’’ Tes-
timony was heard from Lawrence C. Gloeckler, Dep-
uty Commissioner, Vocational and Education Serv-
ices for Individuals with Disabilities, Department of
Education, State of New York; Diane McCain, Di-
rector, Choice Office, Department of Education,
State of Florida; and public witnesses.

REDUCING MEDICAL ERRORS
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Health held a hearing entitled ‘‘Reducing Medical
Errors: A Review of Innovative Strategies to Improve
Patient Safety.’’ Testimony was heard from public
witnesses.

FINANCIAL SERVICES REGULATORY
RELIEF ACT
Committee on Financial Services: Subcommittee on Fi-
nancial Institutions and Consumer Credit approved
for full Committee action, as amended, H.R. 3951,
Financial Services Regulatory Relief Act of 2002.

METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON AIRPORTS
AUTHORITY—IMPACT OF SEPTEMBER
11TH TERRORIST ATTACKS
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia held a hearing on ‘‘The Metro-
politan Washington Airports Authority—The Im-
pact of the September 11th Terrorist Attacks on the
Security and Operation of Airports Serving the Na-
tion’s Capital.’’ Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the Department of Transportation:

Steve Brown, Associate Administrator, Air Traffic
Services, FAA; and John McGraw, Director, Trans-
portation Security Administration; James A. Wild-
ing, President and CEO, Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority; and public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—MAIL DELIVERY—HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on House Administration: Held an oversight
hearing on Congressional Mail Delivery in the U.S.
House of Representatives. Testimony was heard from
Sylvester Black, Manager, Capital Metro Operations,
U.S. Postal Service; and James M. Eagen III, Chief
Administrative Officer, House of Representatives.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Ordered reported the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 3482, amended, Cyber Security
Enhancement Act of 2001; H.R. 2054, amended, to
give the consent of Congress to an agreement or
compact between Utah and Nevada regarding a
change in the boundaries of those State; H.R. 1448,
amended, to clarify the tax treatment of bonds and
other obligations issued by the Government of
American Samoa; H.R. 3180, to consent to certain
amendments to the New Hampshire-Vermont Inter-
state School Compact; H.R. 2621, amended, Con-
sumer Product Protection Act of 2001; and H.R.
2068, amended, to revise, codify, and enact without
substantive change certain general and permanent
laws, related to public buildings, property, and
works, as title 40, United States Code, ‘‘Public
Buildings, Property, and Works’’.

The Committee began markup of H.R. 3215,
Combating Illegal Gambling Reform and Mod-
ernization Act.

Committee recessed subject to call.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Held a hearing on the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 521, to amend the Organic Act
of Guam for the purposes of clarifying the local judi-
cial structure of Guam; and H.R. 791, to provide for
the equitable settlement of certain Indian land dis-
putes regarding land in Illinois. Testimony was
heard from Representatives Johnson of Illinois,
Shimkus and Phelps; Chris Kearney, Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary, Policy and International Affairs, Office
of Police Management and Budget, Department of
the Interior; the following officials of Guam: F. Phil-
lip Carbullido, Acting Chief Justice, Supreme Court;
and Alberto C. Lamorena III, Presiding Judge, Supe-
rior Court; and public witnesses.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
Committee on Rules: Granted, by a record vote of 7 to
4, a structured rule on H.R. 4546, National Defense



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGESTD458 May 8, 2002

Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, providing
one hour of general debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services. The rule
waives all points of order against consideration of the
bill. The rule provides that the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services now printed in the bill
shall be considered as an original bill for the purpose
of amendment. The rule waives all points of order
against the committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute. The rule provides that no amendment
shall be in order except those printed in the report
of the Committee on Rules accompanying this reso-
lution and amendments en bloc described in section
3 of the resolution. The rule provides that except as
specified in section 4 of the resolution, each amend-
ment printed in the report shall be considered only
in the order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the House or
in the Committee of the Whole. Testimony was
heard from Chairman Stump, and Representatives
Saxton, Hostettler, Rohrabacher, Skelton, Spratt,
Taylor of Mississippi, Allen, Sanchez, Tauscher,
Langevin, Markey, Farr, Hastings of Florida, Hin-
chey, Blumenauer, Tierney, Hoeffel, Holt, and
Shows.

HEALTH EFFECTS OF PARTICULATE AIR
POLLUTION
Committee on Science: Held a hearing on Health Effects
of Particulate Air Pollution: What does the Science
Say? Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS WEEK
Committee on Small Business: Held a hearing on Na-
tional Small Business Week: Small Business Success
Stories. Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT
AND EXPANSION ACT; AMTRAK
REAUTHORIZATION
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Railroads approved for full Committee
action, as amended, the following bills: H.R. 2950,
Rail Infrastructure Development and Expansion Act
of the 21st Century; and H.R. 4545, Amtrak Reau-
thorization Act of 2002.

DCI WRAP-UP
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Met in execu-
tive session to hold a hearing on DCI Wrap-up. Tes-
timony was heard from departmental witnesses.

NEW PUBLIC LAWS
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST of May 1,

2002, p. D425)

H.R. 861, to make technical amendments to sec-
tion 10 of title 9, United States Code. Signed on
May 7, 2002. (Public Law 107–169)

H.R. 4167, to extend for 8 additional months the
period for which chapter 12 of title 11 of the United
States Code is reenacted. Signed on May 7, 2002.
(Public Law 107–170)
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
MAY 9, 2002

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Armed Services: closed business meeting to

continue to mark up proposed legislation authorizing ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2003 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, 9:30 a.m., SR–222.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Oceans, Atmosphere, and Fisheries, to hold
oversight hearings to examine management issues at the
National Marine Fisheries Services, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Subcommittee
on Public Lands and Forests, to hold hearings on S. 454,
to provide permanent funding for the Bureau of Land
Management Payment in Lieu of Taxes program and for
other purposes; S. 1139, to direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey certain land to Lander County, Nevada,
and the Secretary of the Interior to convey certain land
to Eureka County, Nevada, for continued use as ceme-
teries; S. 1325, to ratify an agreement between the Aleut
Corporation and the United States of America to ex-
change land rights received under the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act for certain land interests on Adak
Island; S. 1497/H.R. 2385, to convey certain property to
the city of St. George, Utah, in order to provide for the
protection and preservation of certain rare paleontological
resources on that property; S. 1711/H.R. 1576, to des-
ignate the James Peak Wilderness and the James Peak
Protection Area in the State of Colorado; and S. 1907, to
direct the Secretary of the Interior to convey certain land
to the city of Haines, Oregon, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: to hold hear-
ings on S. 2118, to amend the Toxic Substances Control
Act and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act to implement the Stockholm Convention
on Persistent Organic Pollutants and the Protocol on Per-
sistent Organic Pollutants to the Convention on Long-
Range Transboundary Air Pollution, and a related Ad-
ministrative proposal, 2 p.m., SD–406.

Committee on Finance: to hold hearings to examine rev-
enue issues related to the Highway Trust Fund, 9:30
a.m., SD–215.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: to
hold hearings to examine consolidated student loans, fo-
cusing on variable rates, 10 a.m., SD–430.
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Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Adminis-
trative Oversight and the Courts, to hold hearings to ex-
amine past nomination procedures, 10 a.m., SD–226.

Full Committee, to hold hearings on the nomination
of Richard R. Clifton, of Hawaii, to be United States Cir-
cuit Judge for the Ninth Circuit; the nomination of
Christopher C. Conner, to be United States District
Judge for the Middle District of Pennsylvania; the nomi-
nation of Joy Flowers Conti, to be United States District
Judge for the Western District of Pennsylvania; and the
nomination of John E. Jones III, to be United States Dis-
trict Judge for the Middle District of Pennsylvania, 2
p.m., SD–226.

House
Committee on Appropriations, to mark up the supple-

mental appropriations for fiscal year 2002, 9:30 a.m.,
2359 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education, to continue on Public Witnesses, 12 p.m.,
2358 Rayburn.

Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on
Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection, to mark up
H.R. 2037, Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act,
9:30 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Financial Services, Subcommittee on Finan-
cial Institutions and Consumer Credit, hearing on Recov-
ering Dictators’ Plunder, 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergov-
ernmental Relations, hearing on ‘‘Oversight of the Man-
agement Practices of the Office of Workers Compensa-
tion: Are the Complaints Justified?’’ 10 a.m., 2154 Ray-
burn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution, hearing on H.J. Res. 91, proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States to protect
the rights of crime victims, 12 p.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Se-
curity, hearing and markup of the following bills: H.R.

4623, Child Obscenity and Pornography Prevention Act
of 2002; H.R. 4477, Sex Tourism Prohibition Improve-
ment Act of 2002; H.R. 4658, Truth in Domain Names
Act; H.R. 3726, Video Voyeurism Act of 2002; H.R.
4640, to provide criminal penalties for providing false in-
formation in registering a domain name on the Internet;
and H.R. 4679, Lifetime Consequences for Sex Offenders
Act of 2002, 10 a.m., and 2 p.m., 2141 Rayburn.

Committee on Rules, Subcommittee on Legislation and
Budget Process, to continue hearings on ‘‘Assessing the
Accuracy of Federal Budget Estimating,’’ Part 11, 10:30
a.m., H–313 Capitol.

Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Research, hearing
on H.R. 4664, National Science Foundation Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2002; followed by a markup of the following
bills: H.R. 3130, Technology Talent Act of 2001 and
H.R. 4664, 9:30 a.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, hearing on
NASA’s Science Priorities, 2 p.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to mark up the following
bills: H.R. 4015, Jobs for Veterans Act; H.R. 4085, Vet-
erans’ and Survivors’ Benefits Expansion Act of 2002;
H.R. 4514, Veterans Major Medical Facilities Construc-
tion Act of 2002; H.R. 3253, Department of Veterans
Affairs Emergency Preparedness Research, Education, and
Bio-Terrorism Prevention Act of 2002, and H.R. 4608,
to name the Department of Veterans Affairs medical cen-
ter in Wichita, Kansas, as the ‘‘Robert J. Dole Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center,’’ 3 p.m., 334
Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Select
Revenue Measures, to continue hearings on the
Extraterritorial Income (ETI) Regime, 2 p.m., 1100
Longworth.

Joint Meetings
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe: to hold

hearings to examine developments in the conflict in
Chechnya, 2 p.m., 340 Cannon Building.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

10 a.m., Thursday, May 9

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: After the recognition of one
Senator for a speech and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 10:30 a.m.), Senate will
consider the nominations of Leonard E. Davis, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern District of
Texas, Andrew S. Hanen, to be United States District
Judge for the Southern District of Texas, Samuel H.
Mays, Jr., to be United States District Judge for the
Western District of Tennessee, and Thomas M. Rose, to
be United States District Judge for the Southern District
of Ohio, with a vote to occur on each nomination.

Also, Senate may continue consideration of H.R. 3009,
Andean Trade Preference Expansion Act.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Thursday, May 9

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 4546, FY
2003 National Defense Authorization Act (structured
rule, one hour of debate).
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